Development and analysis of a structured data-capturing technique (SDCT) for classroom observation by Edwards, Suzanne Lewis
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1985
Development and analysis of a structured data-
capturing technique (SDCT) for classroom
observation
Suzanne Lewis Edwards
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Edwards, Suzanne Lewis, "Development and analysis of a structured data-capturing technique (SDCT) for classroom observation "
(1985). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 12056.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/12056
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This reproduction was made from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. 
While the most advanced technology has been used to photograph and reproduce 
this document, the quality of the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the 
quality of the material submitted. 
The following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify markings or 
notations which may appear on this reproduction. 
1. The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. This 
may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating adjacent pages 
to assure complete continuity. 
2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark, it is an 
indication of either blurred copy because of movement during exposure, 
duplicate copy, or copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed. For 
blurred pages, a good image of the page can be found in the adjacent frame. If 
copyrighted materials were deleted, a target note will appear listing the pages in 
the adjacent frame. 
3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photographed, 
a definite method of "sectioning" the material has been followed. It is 
customary to begin filming at the upper left hand comer of a large sheet and to 
continue from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. If necessary, 
sectioning is continued again-beginning below the first row and continuing on 
until complete. 
4. For illustrations that cannot be satisfactorily reproduced by xerographic 
means, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and inserted 
into your xerographic copy. These prints are available upon request from the 
Dissertations Customer Services Department. 
5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases the best 
available copy has been filmed. 
UniversiV 
Micimlms 
International 
300 N. Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 

8524646 
Edwards, Suzanne Lewis 
DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS OF A STRUCTURED DATA-CAPTURING 
TECHNIQUE (SDCT) FOR CLASSROOM OBSERVATION 
lowa State University PH.D. 1985 
University 
Microfilms 
I ntornstions! 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48105 

PLEASE NOTE: 
In all cases this material has been filmed in the best possible way from the available copy. 
Problems encountered with this document have been identified here with a check mark V . 
1. Glossy photographs or pages 
2. Colored illustrations, paper or print 
3. Photographs with dark background 
4. Illustrations are poor copy 
5. Pages with black marks, not original copy 
6. Print shows through as there is text on both sides of page 
7. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages 
8. Print exceeds margin requirements 
9. Tightly bound copy with print lost in spine 
10. Computer printout pages with indistinct print 
11. Page(s) lacking when material received, and not available from school or 
author. 
12. Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text follows. 
13. Two pages numbered . Text follows, 
14. Curling and wrinkled pages 
15. Dissertation contains pages with print at a slant, filmed as received 
16. Other 
University 
Microfilms 
International 

Development and analysis of a structured data-capturing technique (SDCT) 
for classroom observation 
by 
Suzanne Lewis Edwards 
A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Department: Professional Studies in Education 
Major: Education (Educational Administration) 
roved:
Charge of^ 
ajor Department
For the Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1985 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
ii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
PAGE 
CHAPTER I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 1 
Introduction 1 
Statement of the Problem 3 
Purpose of the Study 4 
The Hypotheses 5 
Definitions 7 
Delimitations 8 
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 10 
History and Background 10 
Issues and Problems 13 
Conflict in purposes 14 
Reliability and validity 16 
Time and frequency 18 
Observation skills and training 19 
Teacher perceptions 20 
Summary 21 
Rationale for Classroom Observation 21 
Classroom Observation Methods 25 
Structured data-gathering methods 26 
Checklists 26 
Interaction analysis 27 
Seating Chart Observation Records (SCORE) 28 
Summary 33 
Unstructured data-gathering methods 33 
Narrative reporting 34 
Audio recordings 38 
Video recordings 39 
Choice of methods 40 
Summary 41 
CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 46 
Collection of Study Data 46 
Research design 46 
Expert panel 47 
The sample 48 
iii 
Materials development 49 
Instrumentation 50 
Management Team--Supervisor Survey 51 
Observation Summary Quiz of Lesson Tape 51 
Identification of Teacher Performance Strengths and 
Targets for Growth 52 
Teacher Performance Ratings 52 
Workshop training methods .... 53 
Control group 53 
Experimental group 54 
Data collection methods and procedures 56 
Survey phase 56 
Experimental 56 
Analysis of Data 57 
Survey 57 
Experimental 58 
CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 60 
Descriptive Study Data 61 
. Survey 61 
The experiment 68 
Inferential Statistics 74 
Hypotheses 74 
Hypotheses testing 77 
CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 104 
Summary and Conclusions from the Data 104 
Survey 104 
Discussion 106 
The experiment 107 
Discussion 107 
Recommendation for Further Research Ill 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 114 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 122 
APPENDIX A: MANAGEMENT TEAM--SUPERVISOR SURVEY 124 
APPENDIX B: STATEMENT READ TO WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 126 
APPENDIX C; REGISTRATION CARD 128 
APPENDIX D: DATA-GATHERING CODE SHEET 130 
iv 
APPENDIX E: EXPLANATION OF DATA-GATHERING CODE SHEET 132 
APPENDIX F: SDCT GUIDE 134 
APPENDIX G: OBSERVATION SUMMARY QUIZ OF LESSON TAPE 138 
APPENDIX H: IDENTIFICATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE STRENGTHS AND 
TARGETS FOR GROWTH 144 
APPENDIX I: WEIGHTED SCORING KEYS FOR IDENTIFICATION OF TEACHER 
PERFORMANCE STRENGTHS AND TARGETS FOR GROWTH 147 
APPENDIX J: TEACHER PERFORMANCE RATINGS 150 
APPENDIX K: SUGGESTIONS FOR MODIFICATION OF THE STRUCTURED DATA-
GATHERING GUIDE 152 
APPENDIX L; CELL MEANS AND ANOVA TABLES FOR TEACHER PERFORMANCE 
RATINGS 155 
V 
LIST OF TABLES 
PAGE 
TABLE 1. Classroom observation methods--structured 43a 
TABLE 2. Number and percentages of grade levels supervised by 
Iowa administrators 62 
TABLE 3. Iowa administrators' perceptions of the general purpose 
of teacher evaluation 62 
TABLE 4. Iowa administrators' perceptions of the primary 
objective of teacher evaluation 63 
TABLE 5. Frequency of formal classroom observations conducted 
per year by Iowa administrators 64 
TABLE 6. Types of classroom observation techniques used by Iowa 
administrators, in percentages 64 
TABLE 7. Summary percentages of types of information written on 
a yellow pad as reported by Iowa administrators 66 
TABLE 8. Summary percentages of methods of learning classroom 
observations techniques reported by Iowa administrators . . 66 
TABLE 9. Extent of training in lesson observation during the 
past five years of Iowa administrators 67 
TABLE 10. Iowa administrators' attitudes toward observation data-
gathering 69 
TABLE 11. Number of teachers evaluated by Iowa administrators .... 70 
TABLE 12. Extent of previous training in lesson observation 
skills of evaluators using a structured method and 
those using an unstructured method of gathering lesson 
observation information 71 
TABLE 13. Extent of prior training in effective teaching of 
evaluators using a structured method and those using an 
unstructured method of gathering lesson observation 
information 71 
vi 
TABLE 14. Types of prior training in lesson observation skills 
and effective teaching as reported by evaluators who 
used structured and unstructured methods of gathering 
lesson observation information 73 
TABLE 15. Number of participants in structured and unstructured 
methods by amount of prior training in lesson 
observation skills and effective training 74 
TABLE 16. Observation summary quiz: Comparison of structured 
method and unstructured method of gathering lesson 
observation information 79 
TABLE 17. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher 
performance strengths and targets for growth: 
Comparison of structured and unstructured methods of 
gathering lesson observation information 80 
TABLE 18. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of variances 
of structured and unstructured methods of gathering 
lesson observation information 83 
TABLE 19. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of structured 
and unstructured methods of gathering lesson 
observation information to panel and difference of 
means 85 
TABLE 20. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher 
performance strengths: Comparison of prior training in 
lesson observation skills on a structured and an 
unstructured method of gathering lesson information .... 87 
TABLE 21. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying strengths by 
group (structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
observation skills 88 
TABLE 22. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher 
performance strengths by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in observation skills . . 88 
TABLE 23. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher 
performance targets for growth: Comparison of prior 
training in lesson observation skills on structured and 
unstructured methods of gathering lesson observation ... 89 
TABLE 24. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying targets for 
growth by group (structured, unstructured) and prior 
training in observation skills 90 
vii 
TABLE 25. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher 
performance targets for growth by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in observation skills . . 90 
TABLE 26. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior 
training in lesson observation skills on a structured 
method for gathering lesson observation data, 
comparison to panel and difference of means 91 
TABLE 27. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior 
training in lesson observation skills on an 
unstructured method for gathering lesson observation 
data, comparison to panel and difference of means 92 
TABLE 28. Mean effectiveness for identifying teacher performance 
strengths: Comparison of prior training in effective 
teaching on a structured method of gathering lesson 
information 96 
TABLE 29. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying strengths by 
group (structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
effective teaching 96 
TABLE 30. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher 
performance strengths by group (structured, 
unstructured) and hours of prior training in effective 
teaching 97 
TABLE 31. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher 
performance targets for growth: Comparison of prior 
training in effective teaching on a structured method 
of gathering lesson information 97 
TABLE 32. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying targets for 
growth by group (structured, unstructured) and number 
of hours of prior training in effective teaching 98 
TABLE 33. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher 
performance targets for growth by group (structured, 
unstructured) and hours of prior training in effective 
teaching 98 
TABLE 34. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior 
training in effective teaching on a structured method 
for gathering lesson observation data, comparison to 
panel and difference of means 100 
TABLE 35. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior 
training in effective teaching on an unstructured 
viii 
method for gathering lesson observation data, 
comparison to panel and difference of means 101 
TABLE 36. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (classroom management) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills . . 156 
TABLE 37. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (classroom management) by group 
(structured, unstructured) prior training in lesson 
observation skills 156 
TABLE 38. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (classroom management) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in effective teaching . 157 
TABLE 39. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (classroom management) by group 
(structured, unstructured) prior training in effective 
teaching 157 
TABLE 40. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (probing) rating by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills 158 
TABLE 41. Analysis of variance of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (probing) rating by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills 158 
TABLE 42. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (probing) rating by group (structured) and 
prior training in effective teaching 159 
TABLE 43. Analysis of variance of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (probing) rating by group (structured, 
unstructured) and hours of prior training in effective 
teaching 159 
TABLE 44. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (feedback) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills 160 
TABLE 45. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (feedback) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills 160 
ix 
TABLE 46. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (feedback), by group (structured) and prior 
training in effective teaching 161 
TABLE 47. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (feedback) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and hours of prior training in effective 
teaching 161 
TABLE 48. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (student involvement) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills 162 
TABLE 49. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (student involvement) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in lesson 
observation skills 162 
TABLE 50. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (student involvement) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in effective teaching . 163 
TABLE 51. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (student involvement) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
effective teaching 163 
TABLE 52. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (lesson flow) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills 164 
TABLE 53. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (lesson flow) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
observation skills 164 
TABLE 54. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (lesson flow) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in effective teaching . 165 
TABLE 55. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods (lesson flow) and strategies by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
effective teaching 165 
X 
TABLE 56. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (monitoring individuals) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
observation skills 166 
TABLE 57. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
metyhods and strategies (monitoring individuals) by 
group (structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
observation skills 166 
TABLE 58. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (monitoring individuals) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
effective teaching 167 
TABLE 59. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (monitoring individuals) by 
group (structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
effective teaching 167 
TABLE 60. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (monitoring class) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation 
skills 168 
TABLE 61. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (monitoring class) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in lesson 
observation skills 168 
TABLE 62. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (monitoring class) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in effective teaching . 169 
TABLE 63. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (monitoring class) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
effective teaching 169 
TABLE 64. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (accomplishment of objectives) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in lesson 
observation skills 170 
TABLE 65. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (accomplishment of objectives) 
by group (structured, unstructured and prior training 
in lesson observation skills 170 
xi 
TABLE 66. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (accomplishment of objectives) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
effective teaching 171 
TABLE 67. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (accomplishment of objectives) 
by group (structured, unstructured) and hours of prior 
training in effective reaching 171 
1 
CHAPTER I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Teacher evaluation is perhaps the most important task facing 
administrators. The demand for accountability no longer focuses on 
broad issues such as finance and program management--it has shifted to a 
concern for teacher performance (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). 
Yet this is not a new rage: even four years ago Stow and Sweeney (1981) 
reported that teacher performance evaluation was becoming widely 
recognized by school districts throughout the nation as . . the 
essential building block of accountability" (p. 539). 
Educators agree that evaluation is necessary and justified 
(McGreal, 1983), and, for the most part, agree with Bolton (1973) that 
"the purpose of evaluation is to safeguard and improve the quality of 
instruction received by students" (p. 27). The question, it appears, is 
not whether to evaluate, but how to evaluate. Current methods of 
teacher evaluation are sadly lacking. While we appear to be doing a 
better job in some areas of teacher evaluation, the weak link in the 
process is data-gathering in the classroom because there are no reliable 
techniques (Scriven, 1981). Better techniques in data-gathering are 
needed. Soar, Medley, and Coker (1983) concurred with this view and 
made an urgent plea for a better method of capturing data from classroom 
observations. 
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Principals agree. Acheson (1982) noted that hundreds of principals 
across the nation want to improve their ability to accurately record 
observational data. Evertson and Holley (1981) reported many principals 
feel thev have little or no direction regarding the elements to look for 
in an observation. The frequent complaint: "l go in there, and I don't 
know what I'm supposed to be doing" (Hawley, 1982, p. 2). Typically, 
administrators go into a classroom and write random notes on a "yellow" 
pad of paper. One problem with this traditional method of recording 
classroom events is that because administrators don't know what they are 
supposed to write, they tend to try to write everything, very often 
capturing trivial, unimportant information. Despite their many pages of 
notes, much of them are useless. Other times the opposite occurs and 
the administrator writes virtually nothing. In either case, the 
information needed for specific feedback to the teacher in a post 
observation conference is not available. Acheson (1982) summarized the 
problem succinctly, "Administrators and other evaluators are often 
uncomfortable with their own level of skill in observing, recording, 
analyzing, and interpreting what takes place in the classroom" (p. 15). 
Acheson's view affirms a recent survey of Iowa administrators 
attending teacher evaluation workshops held in three locations 
throughout Iowa in the fall of 1984. Two hundred and fifty 
administrators responded to a survey designed to learn about the state 
of the art of classroom observation data-gathering. Three survey items 
which dealt with attitudes toward data-gathering revealed that most of 
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the respondents (89.1 percent) felt they needed fo improve their 
observation data-gathering skills. Even more administrators (93.5 
percent) indicated they needed to learn how to use observation data to 
help teachers. Seventy-nine percent wished there was a better way to 
record what they saw in the classroom. 
The need appears strong; the challenge is there. This study is 
designed to develop techniques to meet that need--the need to improve 
practices in capturing data during classroom observations. 
Statement of the Problem 
To reach excellence and assure accountability in education, teacher 
performance must be improved; to improve teacher performance, teacher 
evaluation and supervision must be improved. Both tasks necessitate not 
only classroom observation but the collection of valid data. While 
there appears to be consensus that the process needs refining, there had 
been little research on 1) the technique used to gather the data, 2) the 
effectiveness of data-gathering methods, 3) the use of data designed to 
improve teacher performance, or 4) the use of data designed to evaluate 
teachers. There is a pressing need to address these points by 
developing a data-capturing technique which enables evaluators to 
effectively capture classroom observation data which can 1) be analyzed, 
2) help identify strengths and areas to improve in order to improve 
teacher performance, and 3) help make valid decisions about teachers' 
performance. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The overarching purpose of this study is to develop and assess the 
efficacy of formulating a data-capturing technique which assists 
evaluators in 1) capturing classroom observation data, 2) analyzing the 
data, and 3) making decisions about teacher performance for the purposes 
of formative and summative evaluation. This technique will be referred 
to as the Structured Data-Capturing Technique (SDCT). A secondary 
purpose of this study is to gather data on state of the art of teacher 
performance evaluation--especially with regard to data-gathering 
procedures, types of data gathered, attitudes toward data-gathering, and 
the -amount and quality of supervisor training in observation data-
gathering skills and in effective teaching. To achieve these purposes, 
the following specific objectives' were addressed: 
1. To compare the validity of the SDCT to the Traditional 
Anecdotal Record Method (TARM) 
2. To compare the reliability of the SDCT to the TARM 
3. To compare the utility of the SDCT to the TARM 
4. To compare the effectiveness of the SDCT to the effectiveness 
of the TARM in assessing the lesson and in giving feedback to 
the teacher 
5. To examine the effect of previous training in data-gathering 
on the supervisors' abilities to identify teacher performance 
strengths 
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6. To examine the effect of previous training in data-gathering 
on the supervisors' abilities to identify targets for growth 
7. To examine the effect of previous training in data-gathering 
on the supervisors' abilities to rate teacher performance 
8. To examine the effect of previous training in effective 
teaching on the supervisors' abilities to identify teacher 
performance strengths 
9. To examine the effect of previous training in effective 
teaching on the supervisors' abilities to identify targets 
for growth 
10. To examine the effect of the amount of previous training in 
effective teaching on the supervisors' abilities to rate 
teacher performance methods and strategies 
The Hypotheses 
In order to test the efficacy of the SDCT, the following hypotheses 
were generated: 
1. Mean scores for effectiveness in recording important lesson 
aspects of evaluators using the Structured Data-Capturing 
Technique (SDCT) will be significantly higher than mean 
scores of evaluators using the Traditional Anecdotal Record 
Method (TARM). 
2. Evaluators who use the SDCT will have significantly higher 
mean scores in identifying teacher performance strengths than 
evaluators using the TARM. 
Evaluators who use "the SDCT will have significantly higher 
mean scores in identifying teachers' performance targets for 
growth than evaluators using the TARM. 
There will be a higher degree of agreement in identifying 
teacher performance strengths between evaluators using the 
SDCT than between evaluators using the TARM. 
There will be a higher degree of agreement in identifying 
teacher performance targets for growth between evaluators 
using the SDCT than between evaluators using the TARM. 
There will be a higher degree of agreement in the ratings of 
teacher performance methods and strategies between evaluators 
using the SDCT than between evaluators using the TARM. 
Ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators using the SDCT will have significantly more 
agreement with the ratings of the expert panel than the 
ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators using the TARM. 
Evaluators with 30 or more hours of prior training in lesson 
observation skills will have significantly higher mean scores 
in identifying teacher performance strengths than evaluators 
with less than 30 hours of training. 
Evaluators with 30 or more hours of prior training in lesson 
observation skills will have significantly higher mean scores 
in identifying teacher performance targets for growth than 
evaluators with less than 30 hours of training. 
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10. Ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators with 30 or more hours of training in effective 
teaching will have significantly more agreement with the 
expert panel's ratings than will the ratings of evaluators 
who have had less than 30 hours of training. 
11. Evaluators with in-depth training in effective teaching will 
have significantly higher mean scores in identifying teacher 
performance strengths than evaluators who have not had in-
depth training in effective teaching. 
12. Evaluators with in-depth training in effective teaching will 
have significantly higher mean scores in identifying teacher 
performance targets for growth than evaluators who have not 
had in-depth training in effective teaching. 
13. Ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators with in-depth training in effective teaching will 
have significantly more agreement with the expert panel's 
rating than will the ratings of evaluators who have not had 
in-depth training in effective teaching. 
Definitions 
For the purpose of this study, it was necessary to define the 
following terms; 
1. Targets for Growth: Specific, identifiable teaching 
behaviors which can be improved or strengthened through 
feedback to the teacher. These will be identified by the 
panel of experts. 
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2. Summary sheet : A sheet of questions regarding specific 
teaching behaviors observed in the taped lesson, which will 
be answered by the evaluators and the expert panel. 
3. Teacher performance: Specific, observable teaching behaviors 
as well as the process used by a teacher when conducting a 
classroom lesson. 
4. Teacher strengths : Specific, observable teaching behaviors 
which lead to the accomplishment of objectives and which 
should lead to student achievement. These will be identified 
by the panel of experts. 
5. Useable data: Data which were determined to be useful in 
assessing the lesson design and in giving feedback to the 
teacher. 
6. Valid judgments : Judgments about teacher performance which 
closely relate to those specified by the expert panel. 
Delimitations 
The delimitations of this study include the following: 
1. The subjects in the experimental phase of this study came 
from groups seeking training in teacher performance 
evaluation. 
2. The subjects in the experimental group came from one school 
district; therefore, they may have had similar goals and 
expectations. 
3. The subjects in the control group, although from different 
districts, all came from the same state and may have had 
similar background and training. 
4. Subjects analyzed a taped lesson segment of only one grade 
level, in one subject area, using one particular teaching 
approach. 
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5. Two trainers were involved with the training aspect of the 
study. Differences in results could have been caused by 
trainer effect rather than by methodology, and the effects of 
training may not be generalizable since it is impossible to 
measure the effects of the trainers. 
6. Only general, not specific, information about the amount and 
type of prior training in data-gathering skills and in 
effective teaching was obtained. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter cites the selected literature and related research. 
The field is broad and the literature vast. In order to limit the field 
and focus on the central topic, four specific components of classroom 
observation are presented: 1) History and Background, 2) Issues and 
Problems, 3) Rationale, and 4) Methods. 
History and Background 
Direct observation of classroom lessons has only recently been a 
component of supervision and evaluation. The lack of its use prior to 
1950- (Wragg, 1984) and its subsequent development is part of the general 
history and background of research in education. Throughout the years, 
educational research sought to establish a body of knowledge upon which 
to build prescriptions that would lead to improved teaching and 
learning. In the late 1800s, education borrowed many of its principles 
and prescriptions from the discipline of psychology which had formulated 
theories of learning that found a way into educational practices (Furst 
& Russell, 1971). The problem with these theories, however, was that 
they were tested in tightly controlled laboratory settings, settings 
vastly different from actual classroom situations. Teachers, therefore, 
found it difficult, if not impossible, to use insights gained from these 
theories to improve their teaching. 
Although education has borrowed heavily from other disciplines such 
as psychology and sociology, studies in the field of educational 
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research have increased tremendously since the beginning of the 
twentieth century. Dunkin and Biddle (1974) noted that over 10,000 
research studies of teacher effectiveness were published by 1960. The 
results of these studies, however, were confusing, contradictory, and 
discouraging. Needless to say, few of them yielded useful information--
especially since rarely, if ever, did researchers look at the actual 
teaching process in the classroom. In these early studies of teaching, 
a causative factor--such as a personality characteristic, classroom 
size, or a new teaching "method"--was compared to a criterion of teacher 
effectiveness usually embedded in some type of a rating scale. Charging 
that these effectiveness criteria were "perceived" rather than 
empirically-based, Medley (1979) noted that no attempt was made to 
determine if teachers who possessed the "desired" characteristics were 
in fact more effective than those who did not. 
Furst and Russell (1971) reported that it is not until the 1940s 
that some researchers began to recognize the need for in-depth analyses 
of what happens to the students and teachers in the classroom. These 
researchers, however, were hampered by a lack of suitable techniques 
with which to observe or record the complex and multiple phenomena 
present in any classroom situation. So it was during the 1940s, 
according to Furst and Russell (1971), that significant strides were 
made to develop techniques for collecting observational data. These 
writers described two such techniques: One was a coding system which 
enabled observers to describe behaviors of small groups. A second 
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observational technique, specifically designed for classroom situations, 
used what is known as a category system. Predetermined, specific, and 
nonevaluative categories of teacher behaviors were listed, and observers 
simply tallied the number of times a teacher exhibited a certain 
behavior. Observers trained in the use of this technique were able to 
agree, after observing a lesson, that a teacher did indeed exhibit a 
certain behavior x number of times. The use of this technique led to 
studies that began to look for teacher classroom behaviors which were 
stable across observations. This technique came to be known as process-
product research. 
Process-product correlational studies were promising because they 
began to identify patterns of teacher behaviors which affected pupil 
behaviors. In the last several years, experimental studies have been 
undertaken which have confirmed the results of the process-product 
research. Two published studies by Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy 
(1979), and Good and Grouws (1979) reported that teachers who were 
trained to behave in certain ways consistent with process-product 
research results realized significant student achievement gains. 
The many correlational studies of the last 35 years have generated 
myriad classroom observational techniques and instruments. Since the 
1940s, over 100 such techniques and instruments have been developed and 
used in classrooms as well as in research. Simon and Boyer (1970) 
describe 79 of these instruments in Mirrors for Behavior II. 
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Today, classroom observation is both an integral part of the 
teacher supervision and evaluation process and a focal point of research 
on teaching. Despite some controversy about the value of classroom 
observation (which will be discussed later in this chapter), its wide 
use is not disputed by the literature. 
In summary, it appears that although the twentieth century began 
with researchers and administrators who virtually ignored the events 
occurring behind closed classroom doors, it is ending with those doors 
open--and both researchers and administrators now know that what happens 
in those classrooms does make a difference. The literature suggested 
that researchers are still seeking answers to the what, how, and why 
questions of classroom observation; in the meantime, administrators are 
grappling not only with the need for classroom observation but with its 
attendant issues and problems. 
Issues and Problems 
Classroom observation is in wide use today both as a way to study 
teacher behavior and as a part of the supervision and improvement of 
instruction and teacher evaluation. Most experts agreed that classroom 
observations are the best source of gathering descriptive data on 
classroom behavior (Cooper, 1984b; Evertson & Holley, 1981; Kugle, 1978; 
McGreal, 1983; Rosenshine & Furst, 1973; Wragg, 1984). There are, 
however, some dissenters. Westerberg (1983) contended that the experts' 
confidence in the value of classroom observation was not supported by 
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empirical evidence. He noted that the negative feelings of teachers 
toward supervision may in fact be caused solely by classroom 
observations. The literature that was not favorable toward classroom, 
observation revealed that the concept itself was not at fault. Instead, 
the problems centered around the purposes for observations, the validity 
and reliability of observation techniques, the frequency and the amount 
of time committed to observing, the observer's skills, and teachers' 
perceptions about observations. 
Conflict in purposes 
Classroom observations are an essential, part of the two basic types 
of teacher evaluation, formative and summative. The explicit purposes 
of formative and summative evaluation, while intertwined, vary 
considerably. Summative evaluation is used to make personnel decisions 
about hiring, retaining, terminating, transferring, recognizing, or 
rewarding teachers, while formative evaluation is used to improve 
instruction by forming or shaping the performance of teachers (McNergney 
& Medley, 1984). The data gathered during formative evaluation are, 
however, subsequently used for summative evaluation in most school 
systems (Kowalski, 1978). The literature revealed that both types of 
evaluation (formative and summative) are used in school systems 
throughout the country. Usually one person, most often the principal, 
must perform both the formative and the summative evaluations (Blumberg, 
1980; McGreal 1983; McNergney & Medley, 1984; Wise, Darling-Hammond, 
McLaughlin & Bernstein, 1984). In fact, McGreal contended that as high 
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as 80 percent of the principals conducted both formative and summative 
evaluations. Are these two roles compatible? A problem arises: many 
teachers and administrators believe they are not. Raths (1982) claimed 
that much of the cynicism and fear aroused by the term "teacher 
evaluation" is due to the difficulty in separating these two separate 
functions of administrators. Hodel (1979) found that judging and 
helping appeared to be incompatible processes, and McGreal argued that 
separating the administrative and supervisory roles is a necessary step 
in establishing an effective evaluation system. Although Blumberg 
stated there was probably no way out of the dilemma resulting from 
supervision's dual function of helping and evaluating, he did advocate 
confronting the problem head-on. The problem, he said, needs to be 
defined and accepted by both teacher and supervisor, and then dual 
ownership of the problem can be established. Further, he suggested that 
the supervisor initiate the discussion with a statement such as: "Look, 
Mr. Smith, we know that my job involves both evaluating you and trying 
to help you. How do you feel about it?" (p. 170). Although this 
approach may not resolve the conflict, it at least brings it out into 
the open so that both parties may deal with it. 
Wise et al. (1984), reporting on the Rand Study, found that the 
role conflict between helper and judger received limited empirical 
support. They explained this conflict stating: "To the extent that 
role conflict exists, however, it does not seem to operate in a simple, 
straightforward manner but depends, rather, on the evaluator's 
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temperament, the incentive structure in the district, and the prevailing 
ethos of the school" (Wise et al., 1984, p. 41). McNergney and Medley, 
who felt that the two functions could be carried out by the same person 
with minimum difficulty, drew an analogy between good teaching and good 
supervision. "In short, supervisors must learn how to function like 
those good teachers they encounter--those who support people and, in the 
end, make reasonable and fair decisions about competence" (p. 150). 
In summary, because classroom observation is an integral part of 
teacher evaluation, it is necessarily part of both formative and 
summative evaluation. This duality of formative and summative 
evaluation, combined with the fact that usually one person performs both 
types of evaluations, causes problems for many teachers and supervisors. 
Reliability and validity 
Because teacher evaluation and data-gathering are used for 
formative and/or summative purposes, they must be reliable and valid. 
Although the literature on teacher evaluation is immense, Levin (1979) 
noted that there was little evidence concerning its reliability, 
validity, or effects of most of the techniques. Reliability, a 
precondition of validity, refers to the consistency of results in a 
measurement technique or instrument. Validity refers to the extent the 
technique or instrument measures what it is supposed to measure. 
A particularly difficult problem affecting the reliability of 
classroom observations is observer bias, which refers to "systematic 
errors that are traceable to characteristics of the observer or of the 
observational situation" (Borg & Gall, 1983, p. 481). These writers 
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explained that "in the observation process, the observer brings to bear 
all his past experience, and as this past experience will differ for 
each observer, it will lead to different perceptions of the situation, 
different emphases, and different interpretations" (p. 482). Similarly, 
Latham, Wexley, and Pursell (1975) found that observer bias was the 
biggest contributor to unreliable observation of behavior. In other 
words, different observers are likely to "see" different things when 
observing the same lesson. Fortunately, various studies conducted to 
assess the effects of training on observer bias found that training 
reduced observer bias (Bernadin, 1978; Borman, 1975; Latham, Wexley, 
Pursell, & Elliot, 1975), which, according to most experts, can increase 
reliability (Bolton, 1973; Evertson & Holley, 1981; Faast, 1982). 
Evertson and Holley (1981) and Wragg (1984) noted that one of the 
major factors affecting the validity of classroom observations was that 
both students and teachers may react differently when they know they are 
being observed, so what is observed is not a representative sample of 
normal classroom behavior. This may be true: an earlier study by Samph 
(1976) found that teachers exhibited different behaviors when an 
observer was present than when not present. 
In summary, classroom observations need to be reliable and valid, 
and problems occur when they are not. The lack of reliability and 
validity are due mainly to observer bias, and to the presence of an 
observer in the classroom which may alter teacher and student behavior. 
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Time and frequency 
Due to the nature of the principalship, time for adequate classroom 
observations is difficult to find. Herndon, (cited in McNeil, 1981) 
stated that "most districts make virtually no investment in the 
evaluation of teacher performance. The typical principal with 70 to 75 
teachers does not have time to supervise them" (p. 276). In fact, most 
districts have added evaluation responsibilities to the principal's 
duties without taking away any other responsibilities (Wise et al., 
1984). 
In order to be effective, classroom observation demands time for 
frequent and individual observation (Wise et al., 1984). Evertson and 
Holley (1981) stated that an observation needed to be of sufficient 
length to ensure that the sample of behavior recorded is representative. 
Tomhave's study of elementary school districts in Iowa found that 21 
percent of the 324 teachers he surveyed had been officially visited only 
once. The length of the visit was usually brief, with 51 percent of the 
observations lasting a half hour or less (Tomhave, 1978). The Ohio 
Commission on Public School Personnel Policies (cited by Oldham, 1974)--
noting a contrast between the amount of time needed for a valid sample 
of classroom behavior and the amount of time that is usually spent--
contended that the brevity of most observations hindered their' 
usefulness. More time spent in classroom observation appeared to 
enhance teachers' perceptions of evaluation--as seen by Natriello and 
Dornbusch (1981), who found that "Teachers who believed that their 
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superiors saw more of their performances and outcomes also believed that 
these superiors were better able to judge their work" (p. 2). 
Time, then, was found to be a prerequisite for effective classroom 
observations. Because of the nature of the principalship, however, 
sufficient time for adequate observation is difficult to find. 
Observation skills and training 
Obviously, since observation skills are the key to a successful 
observation, principals, as observers, need these skills. Evaluation 
experts agreed that far too many principals were not prepared to handle 
classroom observations because they lacked the skills needed to analyze 
classroom teaching behavior (Gudridge, 1980; Krajewski, 1976; Robinson, 
1978; Wise et al., 1984). Not only did most experts advocate training 
principals in conducting classroom observations and evaluation, but 
principals themselves echoed this need. Fifty-three percent of 2,500 
principals responding to an NASSP poll indicated their primary inservice 
need was to develop teacher evaluation skills (Gudridge, 1980). 
Since observation skills are considered a component of evaluation 
skills, will training enhance observation skills? Manatt (1982) wrote, 
"Teacher Performance Evaluation (TPE) is a skill (or series of skills) 
and like skiing, tennis, or winning at Atari, TPE can be enhanced by 
training" (p. 2). A study by Faast (1982) which confirmed Manatt's 
statements found that the training of evaluators led to greater success 
in classroom observation data-gathering. Faast asserted that the 
training of evaluators in the skills needed to effectively gather data 
in the classroom is of the utmost importance. 
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In summary, principals often lack the observation skills necessary 
for effective classroom observations, but that training can help 
principals acquire these skills. 
Teacher perceptions 
Teacher perceptions about evaluation and observation need to be 
considered. According to a survey by Heishberger and Young (cited by 
Blumberg, 1980), teachers have strong, yet ambivalent, feelings about 
supervision. These researchers reported that while 82 percent of the 
respondents felt there was "a definite need for supervision and 
evaluation," 70 percent indicated that "the supervisor is often 
perceived as potentially dangerous" (p. 2). Natriello, Hoag, Deal, and 
Dornbusch (1977) noted that teacher evaluation is often looked upon as a 
threat to a teacher's status as a professional. Some teachers seem 
confused about the evaluation process, and many do not see much benefit 
in supervision as it is presently practiced (Cooper, 1984a; Raths, 1982; 
Zelenak, 1973). 
The purposes of evaluation and observation appeared to have a major 
impact on teacher perceptions. Teachers who thought that evaluation was 
primarily for instructional purposes tended to be supportive of it 
(Bolton, 1973; Rose, 1963; Zelenak, 1973), while teachers who perceived 
that evaluation is used mainly for administrative purposes were likely 
to view the process negatively (Bolton, 1973; Zelenak, 1973). The type 
of evaluation, such as the systematic evaluation so welcomed by 
teachers, also seemed to play a role in teachers' perceptions 
(Natriello, Hoag, Deal, & Dornbusch, 1977). Many principals also 
21 
contributed to teachers' negative perceptions toward evaluation by 
failing to make clear its methods and purposes. As Natriello, Hoag, 
Deal, and Dornbusch (1977) stated, "Teachers do not find the evaluation 
system helpful in providing guidance in their teaching tasks. Rather, 
teachers report relative ignorance of the criteria and samples on which 
principals base their evaluations" (p. 22). 
In summary, teacher perceptions about evaluation and observation 
vary. While teachers in general agree that there is a need for 
evaluation and observation, some feel threatened by the process. They 
are more likely to view the process positively if they perceive the 
purpose to be instructional, the process to be systematic, and the 
observer to be skilled. 
Summary , 
Although classroom observation for purposes of supervision and 
evaluation is an accepted practice in today's classrooms, problems were 
found that need to be addressed. These problems center around confusion 
about the purposes of observation, the brevity and frequency of 
observations, the lack of validity and reliability, the lack of 
observational skills, and teachers' concerns about observations. 
Rationale for Classroom Observation 
Most educators agree with Rosenshine and Furst (1973) and McGreal 
(1983) that teacher evaluation demands direct classroom observation and 
suitable data collection for both the formative and summative 
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evaluation. The purpose of formative evaluation is to improve 
instruction. The purpose of summative evaluation is to make personnel 
decisions. At last count, 42 states mandated some type of teacher 
evaluation, among them are the highly populated states such as 
California, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania (Wuhs, 1982). Classroom 
observation is not only an implied component of teacher evaluation, but 
is itself often a part of evaluation systems--mandated by state 
departments of education and/or by provisions in local master agreements 
between teachers' groups and local boards of education (Armiger, 1981; 
Kowalski, 1978). McGreal claimed that "approximately 80 percent of 
classroom supervision is conducted by line administrators who are in 
classrooms because the evaluation system mandates it" (p. 97). 
Classroom observations provide data for 1) feedback purposes intended to 
improve instruction and 2) personnel decisions. 
A supervisor needs to know what the teacher is doing and how the 
teacher is performing. Since teaching is a process which involves many 
variables, "walk around supervision," whereby a supervisor peers in 
windows or briefly walks through a classroom, does not provide adequate 
data which can be used to help improve teaching. The best way to know 
how a teacher is performing in a classroom is to get in there. Evertson 
and Holley (1981) asserted that classroom observation provides the 
principal with "a view of the climate, rapport, interaction, and 
functioning of the classroom available from no other source" (p. 90). 
McGreal (1983) stated that the most practical procedure for collecting 
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formal data about teacher performance was through classroom 
observations. And Cooper (1984b) asserted that one of the most commonly 
accepted functions of a supervisor is to conduct classroom observations 
which collect descriptive data on classroom behavior in order to improve 
instruction and evaluate teachers. 
Data collected to help improve instruction, and to provide feedback 
to the teacher in a postobservation conference, is perhaps the most 
important use for classroom observations. The sharing of accurate 
information gained from the classroom observation of teacher behaviors 
enables teachers to clearly see problems and to develop strategies to 
cope with them in.a way which can improve their teaching (Brophy, 
1979b). As data are collected on teacher performance, teacher and 
student behaviors, classroom management, and other structural aspects of 
a lesson, a supervisor can begin to see trends and patterns. These data 
can then be shared with the teacher, thus enabling him or her to also 
see these trends and patterns and then further analyze the process and 
his or her behaviors. For example, written data stating what the 
teacher said and did to begin the lesson enable both the supervisor and 
the teacher to see exactly how the lesson began. Together they can 
analyze the beginning of the lesson and, if need be, develop strategies 
for improvement. The sharing of an objective recording of at-task 
student behavior using a seating chart permits the teacher to see who 
was off-task, when, and for how much of the time. If a pattern of off-
task behavior appears during certain segments of the lesson, this 
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information can be invaluable in helping the teacher to remedy the 
problem. The importance of collecting data to be used as feedback 
cannot be overstated. Rayder and Taylor (1979) summed this point: 
"feedback can help improve the quality of teaching by clarifying the 
learning concepts used by the teacher, by assisting the teacher to 
acknowledge those things he or she does well and effectively, by 
stimulating the teacher to make suggestions for self-improvement, and by 
helping to clarify the relationships between teacher behaviors and 
student behaviors" (p. 2). 
Many of the decisions which must be made about teachers must be 
based on teacher performance. One basis on which to make these 
decisions is from descriptive data collected during classroom 
observations of the performance. Wragg (1984) contended that direct 
observation of teacher and student behaviors can provide the needed 
information on which to base judgments concerning "skillful teaching and 
intelligent action" (p. 11). However, a supervisor who reports a 
teacher's inability to teach may be subject to a libel or slander suit. 
The possibility of a teacher winning such a suit is greatly diminished, 
according to Strike and Bull (1981), "if it can be shown that the report 
was a reasonable conclusion from a documented record of teacher 
performance" (p. 319). 
Although teacher termination based on incompetence is seldom 
employed, when it is, the incompetence must be substantiated by, among 
other data, data collected from classroom observations of teaching 
performance. In discussing the legal aspects of teacher evaluation 
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relative to termination, Strike and Bull (1981) noted that "direct 
professional observations of classroom performance are unquestionably 
relevant to teaching competence" (p. 337). 
Besides being mandated by many teacher evaluation systems, there 
were other clearly established needs for classroom observations. These 
included the very practical need to view first-hand what goes on in 
classrooms, so that data can be collected to aid in both formative and 
summative teacher evaluation. 
Classroom Observation Methods 
That there is no shortage of classroom observation methods and 
instruments was borne out by the literature (Acheson & Gall, 1980; 
Borich & Madden, 1977; Kowalski, 1978; Rosenshine & Furst, 1973). These 
can be broadly classified as "structured" or "unstructured." Structured 
techniques include 1) checklists, 2) interaction analysis, and 3) 
observational records based on seating charts. Unstructured techniques 
include 1) various types of narrative recordings and 2) audio and video 
recordings. 
Each of these methods is discussed along with their advantages and 
disadvantages. The relative merits of the various types of methods are 
addressed in the section, 'Choice of methods." A table showing the 
various methods, a brief description, the objective, and strengths and 
weaknesses of each is included at the end of this chapter. 
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Structured data-gathering methods 
Structured data-gathering methods include types of systematic 
observation procedures for data-gathering which attempt to provide 
objectivity and minimize observer bias (Bolton, 1973; Griffith, 1973; 
Kowalski, 1978; Medley, 1982). The term "systematic observation" refers 
to observations of classroom behavior made by a trained observer who 
records the behaviors according to a system. An observation system, in 
turn, "is a scheme that specifies both the events that the observer is 
to record and the procedure to be used in recording them" (Medley, 1982, 
p. 1842). 
Checklists. A checklist, although not usually classified as a 
systematic observation technique, is, by its nature, a structured 
technique. Checklists have been in use for many years and have been the 
least complex and the most commonly used form of the structured 
techniques. 
The checklist begins by developing a list of the items believed to 
be essential in the teaching/learning process. When using this 
checklist, the observer enters the classroom and examines various 
aspects of classroom phenomena which pertain to items on the checklist. 
A checkmark is placed next to the appropriate item to indicate a 
specific behavior demonstrated by the teacher (Kowalski, 1978). These 
data are then used for feedback to the teacher. Griffith (1973) listed 
among the advantages of checklists: 1) they focus attention on aspects 
of the lesson which could otherwise have been missed, 2) they provide a 
quick and easy permanent record, and 3) they are easy to use. Acheson 
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and Gall (1980) also noted that checklists can be adapted or designed 
for individually specific purposes. For instance, a supervisor might 
develop one checklist for an elementary teacher and a slightly different 
one for a music or special education teacher, each reflecting behaviors 
thought to be essential for that particular teaching area. 
Griffith also discussed four disadvantages of checklists: 1) 
classroom observation may become routine or mechanical because the 
"common pattern" aspect of checklists does not provide for the wide 
variance in form and purpose of lessons; 2) although the listed items 
may be numerous and vary in importance, little or no attempt is made to 
weigh their importance; 3) checklists too often deal with superficial 
details; and 4) because the use of checklists often becomes routine, 
supervisors may not use patient reflection and careful analysis when 
making judgments. Further, checklists provide only evaluative feedback; 
therefore, they do not lend themselves to formative evaluation. The 
disadvantages mentioned above, combined with the fact that all too often 
checklists ^  not reflect what is essential to the teaching/learning 
process, render them relatively ineffective in data-gathering. 
Interaction analysis. During the last 20 years, more 
sophisticated techniques of interaction analysis, which analyze verbal 
interactions between teacher and pupils, have come into use. Categories 
such as "accepts feelings," "praises or encourages," "lecturing," 
"performs emotionally-supportive behavior," "designates student 
performance 'unacceptable'," are listed on a record blank, and a trained 
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observer places a checkmark opposite one of these categories every so 
often during teacher/pupil verbal interaction (Simon & Boyer, 1970). 
Upon completion of the observation, the checkmarks are tallied, the 
percentage of time devoted to each category is then determined, and, 
finally, this information is shared with the teacher in a feedback 
conference. On the one hand, interaction analysis improves the quality 
of observations by 1) providing objective feedback about the interaction 
to the teacher, 2) adapting to any grade level and/or subject area, and 
3) providing a mirror for teacher self-analysis. On the other hand, it 
1) requires intensive training, 2) limits data to verbal interactions, 
and 3) yields only quantitative, not qualitative, data. Because 
interaction analysis yields only quantitative data, its value is limited 
to situations in which one wishes to focus upon the type and frequency 
of verbal interaction in the classroom. 
Seating Chart Observation Records (SCORE). SCORE refers to a 
family of observation instruments which utilize seating charts. Acheson 
and Gall (1980) described three types of SCORE instruments: At-task, 
Verbal Flow, and Movement Patterns. Recent research has established a 
clear link between student at-task behavior and learning; therefore, 
this observational technique is probably the most important of the SCORE 
procedures (Acheson & Gall, 1980; Fisher, Berliner, Nikola, Marliave, 
Cahen, Dishaw, & Moore, 1978). At-task observations provide data about 
whether students were or were not engaged in tasks which the teacher 
deemed important for learning. Typical at-task behaviors listed by 
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Acheson and Gall (1980) were "reading, listening, answering questions, 
drawing a map, working cooperatively to complete a project, etc." (p. 
106). Acheson and Gall list "stalling, working on schoolwork other than 
that requested by the teacher, being out of one's seat, and talking to 
neighbors" as examples of off-task or inappropriate student behaviors 
(p. 107). When using the at-task technique, the observer utilizes a 
seating chart and a legend to represent appropriate and inappropriate 
student behaviors. A student is observed for a few seconds, and his or 
her behavior is recorded in the seating chart box representing that 
student. The process is systematically carried out for each student in 
the class. The entire process of recording each child's behavior is 
repeated at three or four minute intervals during the lesson. Times of 
the observations are noted and marked on the chart. The observation 
information from the seating chart is transferred to a second chart 
which summarizes the information and which is shared with the teacher. 
"The teacher can then see at a glance how many students were engaged in 
each category of behavior--either at a particular point in. time or 
summed across all the time samples" (Acheson & Gall, 1980, p. 109). For 
example, the summary chart might reveal that a majority of the students 
were engaged in at-task behaviors for the first 15 minutes of the 
lesson, but, as the lesson went on, an increasing number began to engage 
in off-task or inappropriate behaviors, until during the last four 
minutes only two students were still at-task. Such information provides 
the supervisor and teacher with something concrete to discuss. Acheson 
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and Gall cautioned observers to avoid forming too many categories, for 
this unnecessarily complicates the observation. 
The advantage of this type of instrument is that the data obtained 
give the teacher a clear picture of who is and who is not at-task, when 
the appropriate and inappropriate behavior occurs, how many students are 
involved, and how much off-task behavior there is. Disadvantages 
include the following: 1) because it is often difficult to determine in 
which category a behavior may fall, subjectivity may occur in decisions 
about at-task behavior; 2) it is often difficult to record information 
in a classroom where a variety of tasks may be going on simultaneously; 
3) the observer may be over-concerned about accuracy (Acheson & Gall, 
1980); 4) at-task is difficult to use for longer than 10 or 15 minutes 
because the amount of information recorded often necessitates using 
several copies of the seating'charts ; and 5) observer concentration is 
hard to sustain for long periods of time. Still, this method appears to 
be an excellent method for explaining at-task student behavior. 
Verbal flow is a classroom data-gathering technique designed to 
identify both the initiators and recipients of verbal interactions and 
the type of verbal interaction in which teacher and students are 
engaged. The research reviewed by Dunking and Biddle (1974) concerning 
the physical environment of classrooms, along with research reviewed by 
Meredith and Gall (cited in Acheson & Gall, 1980) regarding racial, age, 
and sex differences in verbal behavior, underline the importance of 
verbal flow. Dunkin and Biddle concluded that the majority of verbal 
interaction between teacher and students took place in the front and 
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center of the classroom; therefore, whole segments of a class located on 
the sides and in the back may be interacting far less frequently with 
the teacher. Meredith and Gall reported "that black students tend to 
participate less in discussions than white students, and younger 
students tend to participate less than older students. Also, males tend 
to initiate more verbal acts than do females" (p. 114). Often a teacher 
is not aware of these seat location and/or "type" of student verbal 
biases. The data from an observer using the verbal flow technique 
enable a teacher to become aware of such behaviors. 
The supervisor who uses verbal flow records categories of verbal 
interaction as well as who is talking to whom. Again, a seating chart 
with each child represented by a box is used. Typically, within each 
student's box, a separate arrow indicates each flow of interaction, with 
the base of the arrow indicating the initiator and the head of the 
arrow, the receiver, of the verbal communication. A way to visually 
simplify the verbal flow chart is to use just one arrow for each type of 
interaction and to represent additional interactions of the same type by 
notches in the arrow. Types of a verbal interaction are indicated by 
the use of a code along with the arrow. For example, a (?) indicates a 
question, the (+) indicates praise. Among the various perspectives by 
which the obtained data can be analyzed are the following: 1) seat-
location preferences (the location to which the teacher directs verbal 
attention), 2) student preferences (the type of student to which the 
teacher directs verbal attention), and 3) verbal behavior preferences 
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(the frequency of certain types of verbal behavior exhibited by both 
teacher and students) (Acheson & Gall, 1980). Advantages of this 
technique are that it 1) lends itself to teacher self-analysis because 
it clearly reveals teacher strengths and biases in verbal communication, 
2) identifies the level as well as type of student verbal participation, 
and 3) identifies dominators and noncommunicators. On the minus side, 
it is difficult to use during an entire class period because the amount 
of information recorded requires several copies of the seating chart, it 
is hard for the observer to concentrate for long periods of time, and it 
is limited in scope to highly interactive portions of a lesson. 
Movement patterns are a technique designed to record the movements 
of teachers and students during a lesson. It helps the teacher to see 
where he or she is physically located in regard to proximity, traffic 
patterns, activities, "trouble spots," etc. The observer uses a 
seating chart representing the physical layout of the classroom 
including aisles, and desk and table arrangement. Each student and the 
teacher is represented by a self-contained box. Movement by teacher or 
students is indicated by a continuous line with each stopping point of 
the individual represented on the line by some type of code. Advantages 
of this technique are that it reveals strengths and biases in the 
teacher's movement pattern, and that it identifies possible causes of 
classroom management difficulties related to movement patterns. 
Disadvantages are that it is limited in scope to teacher/student 
movement. Because classroom management has been linked to student 
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learning (Fisher et al., 1978), this technique can provide useful and 
important feedback data when classroom management practices related to 
movement patterns need improvement. 
Summary. Of all of the structured data-gathering methods, only 
the checklist has a wide focus and is therefore often referred to as a 
wide lens technique. The rest of the structured methods have a narrow 
focus or narrow lens, which zeros in on specific teacher and/or student 
behaviors such as verbal interaction, student time-on-task, and 
questioning techniques. When an observer is focusing attention on and 
gathering data pertaining to the specific behavior, data pertaining to 
other aspects of classroom behavior are not recorded. The techniques 
and instruments available for this narrow lens data-gathering not only 
appear to be generally effective when used for their intended purposes, 
but they provide valid, unbiased, accurate data which can be used for 
feedback to the teacher. 
The unstructured data-gathering techniques discussed in the 
following sections range from a very narrow focus to a very wide focus. 
Unstructured data-gathering methods 
While structured data-gathering techniques involve specific ways to 
gather data on specific behaviors or interactions, the unstructured 
techniques attempt to utilize whatever processes with which the observer 
feels comfortable. The observer may write an anecdote or a comment, or 
he or she may transcribe from a portion of the lesson. There is, 
however, no set format to follow. These unstructured data-gathering 
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methods involve the use of 1) a blank pad of paper, or 2) a blank audio 
or video tape on which descriptions of classroom phenomena are recorded. 
Those that involve a blank pad are broadly referred to as narrative 
reporting (Evertson & Holley, 1981). Audio and video recordings are 
mechanical methods of recording classroom events. 
Narrative reporting. The general purpose of narrative 
reporting is to capture the lesson so that the supervisor and the 
teacher can look at the whole lesson during the post observation 
conference. "By means of narrative reporting, evaluators attempt to 
report in a complete, objective manner the activities taking place 
during classroom visitations as well as their sequence" (Kowalski, 1978, 
p. 6). Using the narrative method, the observer simply describes in 
everyday terms what is going on in the classroom. This might include 
teacher behaviors, student behaviors, and teacher/student interactions. 
Classroom events are thus depicted "in the natural terms of the 
classroom itself" (Evertson & Holley, 1981, p. 102). 
Under the general heading of narrative reporting come more specific 
types of narratives, referred to as 1) specimen records, 2) selective 
verbatim, 3) anecdotal records, and 4) script-taping. The order of 
presentation of these methods proceeds from a narrow perspective where 
the focus is on one student when using specimen records on through to 
the widest perspective where the focus is on the entire classroom and 
the capturing of everything that happens during the lesson when script-
taping. 
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Specimen records are an attempt to gather data on a specific 
student in order to discuss, with the teacher, that student's behavior. 
Using this technique, the observer, describing continuously over brief 
intervals, makes a written record of the behavior of a single student. 
Everything the individual does is recorded. Evertson and Hoiley (1981) 
noted the advantage of this method is in discovering behavior patterns 
of individuals. The disadvantages are that 1) it is limited in value 
due to the inordinate amount of time spent on one individual and 2) it 
results in vast quantities of written notes. It is best used when the 
behavior of one student is of major concern. Because specimen records 
are rarely used by supervisors and/or principals and because they are 
not concerned with teacher behavior, they are not included in the 
summary chart. 
The selective verbatim method is intended to gather data which 
identify "verbal interactions that reflect effective or ineffective 
teaching" (Acheson & Gall, 1980). The observer writes exactly what is 
said by the teacher and/or student during the course of the lesson so 
that these can be examined later by the supervisor and teacher. The 
observer does not, however, write everything that is said, but 
concentrates on one or two specific verbal behaviors, such as, praise, 
or questioning technique, or reinforcement, or building upon student 
responses. The specific verbal events are often selected and agreed 
upon by the teacher and the observer prior to the observation (Acheson & 
Gall, 1980). The observer, however, may select specific behaviors on 
which to concentrate after beginning the observation. Although the 
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word-for-word transcription is usually done by the observer during an 
actual class lesson, it may be obtained from a previously recorded audio 
or video taped lesson. Acheson and Gall (1980) maintained that 
selective verbatim has the following advantages: 1) it sensitizes the 
teacher to the verbal process; 2) it is selective, so it can focus on 
one or two simple verbal behaviors; 3) it provides an objective, 
noninterpretive record of teacher behavior which lends itself to teacher 
self-analysis; and 4) it is relatively simple to use. Among the 
disadvantages noted by these authors are 1) prior knowledge of selected 
behaviors may alter a teacher's normal behavior and 2) it is selective, 
so there is a chance of too narrow a focus. Further, little or no 
knowledge of the observed students and/or of the lesson context may lead 
to misinterpretation of the data. This method may be used effectively 
when a specific teacher behavior has been identified as an area of 
concern either by the teacher or the supervisor or both. 
The anecdotal record, the most frequently used of the techniques, 
is a brief written narrative description of classroom events (Parsons, 
1971) which provides descriptive data that can be used as feedback to 
the teacher. Each sentence should summarize a discrete observation and 
should be as descriptive and nonevaluative as possible (Acheson & Gall, 
1980). The flow of the lesson as well as content, activities, and 
student and teacher behaviors are recorded. The anecdotal record is 
sometimes referred to as a wide-lens technique for capturing classroom 
interactions; it is a broad focus approach which enables an observer to 
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give the teacher a general idea of what he or she is like as a teacher 
(Acheson & Gall, 1980; Cooper, 1984b). The lens opening can be varied 
and depends on the objective of the observation. "The wider the lens, 
the more behaviors can be observed. As you narrow the lens, you will 
have a narrower set of behaviors to observe, but you will also have the 
opportunity to make more intensive descriptions of these behaviors" 
(Acheson & Gall, 1980, p. 128). Advantages of this technique noted by 
Acheson and Gall and Evertson and Holley (1981) include the following: 
1) it is a helpful method of approaching initial classroom visits or 
visits where the teacher has no specific areas or behaviors in mind to 
observe, and 2) it provides a means to analyze cause and effect 
relationships of students and/or teacher behaviors. Disadvantages 
include 1) the difficulty in observing and transcribing at the same 
time, 2) the difficulty of reading and interpreting written data, 3) the 
amount of practice needed to become proficient, and 4) the fact that it 
does not lend itself to teacher self-analysis. Although much of the 
literature mentions anecdotal records as a viable observation method, 
there is very little written about what to look for or how to record 
what is observed. 
Script-taping is "the process of capturing with pen and pad what 
happened in an observed segment of teaching so that cause-effect 
relationships can later be examined" (Hunter, 1983, p. 43). It differs 
from anecdotal records and selective verbatim in that everything that is 
said and everything that happens during the observation is scripted. 
Evertson and Holley (1981) refer to this method as a complete 
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descriptive narrative and noted that it "resulted from a concern to 
exploit as much as possible the advantages of the narrative methods" (p. 
103). They noted that its advantages are that 1) it rectifies the 
limited viewpoint and capabilities of the anecdotal record, 2) it 
supplies a complete record of classroom behavior and events, 3) it 
allows the data to be analyzed in many ways, and 4) it reduces 
interpretive biases (Evertson & Holley, 1981; Hunter, 1983). The 
disadvantages are that 1) it requires a great deal of training, 2) it 
generates more written material than one can comfortably handle, 3) it 
is difficult for most supervisors to both observe and write down 
everything, 4) it is impossible to transcribe all events, so important 
student and/or teacher behaviors are often missed, 5) it is difficult to 
read and interpret written data, 6) it allows little time for the 
observer to reflect on what is happening in the classroom and 7) it does 
not lend itself to teacher self-analysis. Although this method is 
widely advocated and, if carried out correctly, has numerous meaningful 
advantages, the fact that so many supervisors find it next to impossible 
to use may make it functionally ineffective. 
Audio recordings. Audio recordings, mechanically taped 
recordings of classroom lessons, are designed to capture the verbal 
behaviors of teachers and students. A major advantage of the audio tape 
recorder is that it's easy to use since, of course, the insertion of a 
tape and the push of a button is all that is needed to obtain the data. 
An observer is free to concentrate on nonverbal behaviors and not worry 
about writing what is said. Because it is so easy to use and because 
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most teachers have tape recorders in their rooms, this method can be 
used by teachers with no observer present and so can be a powerful tool 
for self-analysis. Other advantages include its objectivity and wide 
focus. The drawbacks of audio taping are that 1) it takes time to play 
back the recordings and 2) it is limited to verbal events. 
Video recordings. This technique, the mechanical recording of 
classroom events on a video tape, is designed to capture the verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors of the teacher and students so that the teacher can 
see the broader image of the classroom. Acheson and Gall (1980) 
contended that video recordings are probably the most objective of any 
of the observation methods. In the past, the price of the needed 
equipment prevented their widespread use. Today, however, price is not 
a major deterrent. Advantages of these devices include not only 
objectivity, but 1) wide focus, 2) opportunities for repeated viewing, 
3) opportunities for teachers to see themselves as students see them, 
and 4) opportunities to capture the "feel" of the classroom (Acheson & 
Gall, 1980). Disadvantages are that 1) its presence may alter student 
and/or teacher behavior, 2) it takes time prior to the observation to 
set up the equipment, 3) it requires a second person in the room to 
operate the equipment (which means additional expense), 4) video 
equipment may be too wieldy to move around in a classroom, thus missing 
some classroom interactions, 5) its sound can be lost if the speaker 
turns away from the microphone, and 6) it takes a great deal of time to 
play back the tapes (Acheson & Gall; Hunter, 1983). Most experts would 
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agree that every teacher probably ought to have the experience of seeing 
himself or herself on video tape at least once. Many teachers, however, 
who have not accepted video taping, do not want to be taped. This is 
probably the biggest reason why it is not used on a regular basis in the 
majority of classrooms. 
Choice of methods 
With the variety and number of observation methods available, 
selection became an issue. Was one method superior in accomplishing the 
objectives of classroom observation? Was one method more effective for 
either formative or summative evaluation? A review of the literature 
yielded few, if any, answers. A study conducted by Glaze (1983) 
attempted to compare a systematic protocol instrument with the anecdotal 
method. Glaze hypothesized that a systematic protocol approach to 
record classroom observations would be superior to the anecdotal 
narrative approach in identifying teacher performance strengths and 
weaknesses. So Glaze developed a lengthy instrument with over 50 
criterion items which pertained to various aspects of effective teaching 
contained in the Program for Effective Teaching (P.E.T.) model. 
Observers were to look for demonstrated evidence of each of thn criteria 
and write either verbatim or descriptive statements to indicate their 
presence or absence. Although mean scores on the testing instruments 
were slightly higher for the experimental group using the systematic 
observation protocol, they were not statistically significant. 
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Glaze appears to have made an attempt to combine a systematic 
approach with narrative approaches. This way, a systematic approach 
provides a guide to the observer and eliminates the confusion over what 
to look for in an observation, yet still retains the advantages of the 
narrative approach. 
Evertson and Holley (1981) summed up the beliefs of many of the 
experts regarding the dilemma of choosing methods. These authors 
recommend that "potential users of observation instruments be sensitive 
to the needs and circumstances of their situations" (p. 105). Each 
method has advantages and disadvantages. Each is best suited for a 
particular purpose and type of information. No one method or even one 
type of method is suited for all classroom observations. 
Summary 
As mentioned previously, the instruments designed for a narrow 
focus approach to data-gathering appear to be adequate and can have 
utility for specific purposes. However, the concentration on specific 
classroom events or behaviors demanded by the narrow lens approach 
typically comes only after wide lens data-gathering. 
The majority of classroom observations are, or probably should be, 
wide lens type. The initial classroom observation is almost always 
intended to capture the whole lesson because the supervisor, at this 
point, does not know what specific behaviors or areas may be of special 
concern. Many school systems are required to observe tenured teachers 
only once a year, and it seems reasonable to assume that the majority of 
these systems do observe a teacher only once a year. Therefore, the 
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once a year visit becomes, in reality, an initial (and final) visit, so 
a wide lens approach is most likely to be used. 
Indeed, the wide lens approach widely used; however, it appears 
to be the least well-developed and probably the most difficult to teach 
and use. For the most part, supervisors find it difficult, if not 
impossible, to observe and write at the same time. They report that 
they cannot write everything, and that they are confused about what to 
look for and what to write. 
Because the majority of classroom observation is not narrow lens at 
all, but wide lens, this confusion deserves attention. What is needed 
is a wide lens approach that, at the same time, has enough structure to 
help supervisors know what to look for and what to write. This study is 
designed to meet this need. 
Table 1 presents a summary of some of the various types of 
classroom observation methods. A brief description, the purpose or 
objective, and the strengths and weaknesses of each are included. 
TABLE 1. Classroom observation methods--structured 
TYPE DESCRIPTION OBJECTIVE 
Checklists Predeveloped list of items 
"essential" to teaching/ 
learning process 
To provide a frame of 
reference from which to 
give evaluative feedback 
Interaction List of categories of 
Analysis teacher and student verbal 
interactions 
To record data of signifi­
cant verbal interaction 
between teacher and student 
Seating Chart 
Observation 
Records 
SCORE 
At-task 
Seating chart with box for 
each student and a legend 
representing appropriate 
and inappropriate student 
behaviors 
To record data regarding 
student on and off-task 
behaviors 
SCORE Seating chart with box for 
Verbal Flow each student. Notched 
arrows and symbols record 
the verbal communication 
To record data which 
identify the type as well 
as the initiators and 
recipients of verbal 
communicat ion 
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STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 
1. adaptable to specific 1. overabundance of non-
situations weighted items and 
2. provides some focus routinization often leads 
3. provides permanent record to superficial judgments 
4. easy to use 2. provides little feedback 
for clarifying information 
for formative evaluation 
1. provides objective feedback 1. requires intensive, in-depth 
to teacher training 
2. adaptable to any grade level 2. limited to verbal inter-
' and situation action 
3. provides teacher a mirror for 3. yields quantitative data 
self-analysis only 
1 yields clear picture of who 
is on and off-task and when 
2. provides teacher with mirror 
of student on and off-task 
behavior for self-analysis 
1. limited in scope 
2. observer subjectivity in 
deciding on some student 
behaviors 
3. difficult to record 
simultaneous, varied 
student behaviors 
4. difficult to use for an 
entire class period due to 
writing space limitation and 
observer concentration 
1. reveals teacher verbal 1. limited in scope 
communication behavior; 2. limited to highly inter-
strengths and biases active lessons 
2. identifies level and type of 3. difficult to use for an 
student verbal participation entire class period due to 
3. provides teacher with mirror of writing space limitation and 
verbal communication for self- observer concentration 
analysis 
TABLE 1 (Continued) 
TYPE DESCRIPTION OBJECTIVE 
SCORE Seating chart with inter- To track the movement of 
Movement connected boxes and a map teacher and students 
Patterns of the classroom 
Classroom observation methods--unstructured 
Selective Selected transcript of To record teacher/student 
Verbatim exactly what is said by verbal interaction data 
teacher and students. for analysis 
Verbal behaviors may be 
selected prior to 
observation 
Anecdotal Selective descriptive To record descriptive data 
statements of discrete about the lesson including, 
observations content activities, and 
student and teacher 
behaviors 
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STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 
1. reveals strengths and biases 
in teacher movement 
2. identifies possible causes of 
classroom management difficul­
ties related to teacher or 
student movement patterns 
3. provides teacher with mirror of 
classroom movement patterns for 
self-analysis 
1. limited in scope 
2. difficult to record and to 
interpret 
3. difficult to use for an 
entire class period due to 
writing space limitation and 
observer concentration 
1 .  
2 .  
3. 
4. 
5. 
sensitizes teacher to verbal 
process 
selectivity allows focus on one 
or two simple verbal behaviors 
provides objective non-
interpretive record of teacher 
behavior 
relatively simple to use 
provides teacher with a verbal 
mirror for self-analysis 
1 .  
2 .  
3. 
prior knowledge of selected 
behaviors may affect 
teacher's behavior 
chance of too narrow focus 
little knowledge of students 
and lesson context may lead 
to interpretation problems 
1. helpful in initial classroom 
visit or when teacher or 
supervisor has no specific 
are of concern 
2. cause and effect relationships 
may be analyzed 
3. whole lesson can be analyzed 
1. difficult to observe and 
transcribe simultaneously 
2. difficult to interpret 
3. requires much practice to 
become proficient 
4. limited for teacher self-
analysis 
TABLE 1 (Continued) 
TYPE DESCRIPTION OBJECTIVE 
Script-taping Written, recorded observa­
tions of an entire lesson 
To provide holistic data by 
recording everything that 
happens in lesson 
Audio Audio taped recording of To objectively record 
classroom lessons verbal data 
Video Video taped recording of To objectively record 
classroom lessons verbal and nonverbal data 
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STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 
1. provides a complete record of 
classroom events and behaviors 
2. data may be analyzed in many 
ways 
3. reduces interpretive biases 
1 .  
2 .  
4. 
5. 
difficult to observe and 
transcribe simultaneously 
difficult to read and 
interpret 
impossible to transcribe 
all events; important student 
and/or teacher behaviors may 
be missed 
little observer reflection 
time 
requires much practice to 
become proficient 
generates an overabundance of 
written material 
limited for teacher self-
analysis 
1. objectivity 1. takes time to play back tapes 
2. wide focus 2. limited to verbal events 
3. may be played back repeatedly 
4. teacher can hear self in 
private 
5. easy to use 
1. objectivity 
2. wide focus 
3. may be played back repeatedly 
4. teacher can see self as 
students do 
5. captures the "feel" of the 
classroom 
1. presence may alter teacher 
and/or student behavior 
2. takes time to play back tapes 
3. time to set up equipment 
4. second person required to 
operate equipment 
5. chance of missing some 
classroom behaviors or 
activities due to limited 
maneuverability of equipment 
6. sound can be lost if speaker 
turns from microphone 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study is to develop and assess the efficacy of 
a data-capturing technique designed to assist evaluators in 1) capturing 
classroom observation data, 2) analyzing the data, and 3) making 
decisions regarding teacher performance. The technique is referred to 
as the Structured Data-Capturing Technique (SDCT). This study's 
additional purpose is to gather data on the state of the art of teacher 
performance evaluation, e.g., data-gathering procedures, types of data 
gathered, attitudes toward data-gathering, amount of training in 
classroom observation, and amount of training in effective teaching. 
- This chapter, which describes the methods and procedures used to 
gather and analyze the data required for the study, has bean divided 
into two major sections. The first section, "Collection of Study Data" 
describes the research design, the sample, the development of the SDCT 
technique and materials, the instrumentation used to collect data for 
the study, and the collection of study data procedures. The second 
section, "Analysis of Data," reviews the analysis of data procedures and 
the statistical methods used in the treatment of the data. 
Collection of Study Data 
Research design 
This study included two phases, survey and experimental. Phase one 
consisted of the development and administration of a 10-itera survey 
questionnaire designed to gather data concerning the state of the art of 
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classroom observation data-gathering, as well as attitudes towards data-
gathering. For phase two, a posttest-only, control-group design was 
used. Two techniques of gathering classroom observation data were used, 
and the effects of each were compared. Participants in the Muskegon, 
Michigan TPE workshop who used the Traditional Anecdotal Method (TARM) 
were designated as the control group (Group A). Participants in the 
Fairfax, Virginia workshop who used the SDCT were designated as the 
experimental group (Group B). The purpose of the workshops was to 
provide school principals with two days of training in teacher 
performance evaluation. The collection of study data took place at the 
end of day one of training. The two workshops were approximately 
equivalent in variables such as workshop size, participant training, and 
time of year of administration. The Virginia workshop was held in late 
February 1985 and the Michigan workshop in mid March 1985. Dr. James 
Sweeney of Iowa State University was the trainer in Fairfax, Virginia, 
and Dr. Richard Manatt of Iowa State University was the trainer in 
Muskegon, Michigan. 
Expert panel 
A panel of experts provided the criteria to which the subjects' 
responses were compared. Panel members were Dr. Richard Manatt, Dr. 
Shirley B. Stow, and Dr. James E. Sweeney, all professors at Iowa State 
University who are considered experts in the field of teacher 
evaluation. The panel was asked to do the following: 
1. View a selected videotape 
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2. Complete a summary data sheet about the lesson which included 
questions relating to specific teaching behaviors and 
structural aspects of the videotaped lesson 
3. Identify and rank teacher performance strengths and targets 
for growth 
4. Rate selected teaching behaviors on a scale of 1-10 
Their data became the criteria against which the control and 
experimental groups were compared. 
The sample 
There were two sample groups. Subjects for the survey conducted in 
this- study consisted of superintendents, principals, community college 
administrators and supervisors. Area Education Agency supervisory 
personnel, and school board members who attended teacher evaluation 
conferences in three locations in Iowa in October of 1984. More than 
400 administrators and board members attended these conferences, and 
those conference participants who were actually involved in teacher 
evaluation were asked to complete a survey questionnaire about the task. 
The 250 participants who returned the survey provided the data for this 
portion, of the study. 
Subjects for the experimental part of the study consisted of K-12 
principals and assistant principals attending teacher performance 
evaluation workshops (TPE) in Fairfax, Virginia and Muskegon, Michigan. 
Approximately 170 principals and assistant principals participated in 
the workshops. The assistant principals attending the Fairfax workshop 
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came from the Fairfax County Public School System, and those attending 
the Muskegon workshop were from the Muskegon Intermediate School 
District. One hundred and twenty-eight principals and assistant 
principals supplied the data for this aspect of the study. Of this 
number, 68 were in the experimental group and 60 in the control group. 
Materials development 
The development of the SDCT technique was a crucial aspect of the 
study. The SDCT instrument itself consisted of a Data-Gathering Code 
Sheet which identified key teaching behaviors and structural aspects of 
a lesson along with a code for each. It also had three codes which 
could be used to designate "particular areas for discussion." The 
coding sheet was designed to act as a guide to the evaluator by 
providing him or her with cues representing key teaching behaviors and 
important structural aspects of the lesson. The Pata-Gathering Code 
Sheet may be seen in Appendix D. An explanation of the terms used on 
the Data-Gathering Code Sheet was provided to the evaluators. This 
sheet, entitled Explanation of the Data-Gathering Code Sheet, may be 
seen in Appendix E. A detailed guide for using the SDCT technique, 
entitled SDCT Guide, was provided and may be seen in Appendix F. The 
above materials were developed by the researcher after an extensive 
examination of the literature pertinent to effective teaching and 
classroom observational data-gathering. 
A videotape, selected from those available at Iowa State 
University, depicted a ninth grade English lesson. It was chosen 
because 1) it depicted average teaching performance, 2) the teacher 
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exhibited reasonably explicit strengths as well as targets for growth, 
3) it was of appropriate length (29 minutes), and 4) it was a "common 
lesson." 
.All materials and the videotape were field tested with a group of 
administrators in Galena, Illinois in early February 1985. The 
researcher was present and assisted in the field test. Suggestions for 
modification and improvement were obtained from these participants 
through the Suggestions for Modification of the SDCT form, which can be 
seen in Appendix K. 
Instrumentation 
-Four instruments were used in the study: 1) Management Team--
Supervisor Survey, 2) Observation Summary Quiz of Lesson Tape, 3) 
Identification of Teacher Performance Strengths and Targets for Growth, 
and 4) Teacher Performance Ratings. The four instruments were designed 
specifically for this study after a thorough examination of the 
literature. The instruments were constructed in consultation with 
selected staff members at Iowa State University and others who have 
expertise in teacher evaluation. Instruments two, three, and four were 
field tested in February of 1985 in Galena, Illinois with a group of 
administrators attending a teacher evaluation workshop. Following the 
field-tests, the necessary modifications were made. 
The Management Team--Supervisor Survey was administered to 
participants attending teacher evaluation conferences in three locations 
throughout Iowa in the Fall of 1984. 
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The Observation Summary Quiz of Lesson Tape, Identification of 
Teacher Performance Strengths and Targets for Growth, and Teacher 
Performance Rating instruments were all administered to participants 
attending the TPE workshops in Fairfax, Virginia and Muskegon, Michigan 
in February and March of 1985. Below is a description of and 
information for the four instruments. 
Management Team--Supervisor Survey. This 10-item survey 
instrument was designed to gather data relative to 1) the purposes of 
evaluation, 2) the number of formal classroom observations per year, 3) 
the types of classroom observations typically used, 4) the types of 
information gathered, 5) the amount of training in observation data-
gathering, and 6) attitudes toward data-gathering. Demographic data 
regarding the number of teachers supervised and the grade levels 
supervised was also gathered. The Management Team--Supervisor Survey 
may be seen in Appendix A. 
Observation Summary Quiz of Lesson Tape. This instrument was 
designed to measure the participants' ability to record pertinent 
information from the observation of the videotaped lesson. Twenty-five 
questions concerning demonstrated teacher behaviors and structural 
aspects of the lesson were asked. This instrument was divided into six 
segments which corresponded with the six segments of the videotape. 
Participants were to use the information they wrote on their yellow pads 
during the observation of the videotape to answer the questions. The 
Observation Summary Quiz of Lesson Tape may be seen in Appendix G. 
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Identification of Teacher'Performance Strengths and Targets for 
Growth. This instrument was designed to measure the participants 
ability to identify teacher performance strengths and targets for 
growth. Participants were asked; first, to list and rank one or two 
strengths and one or two targets for growth, and second, to cite one or 
more specific examples from the lesson which led them to classify areas 
as strengths and as targets for growth. The Identification of Teacher 
Performance Strengths and Targets for Growth may be seen in Appendix H. 
Teacher Performance Ratings. This instrument was designed to 
measure the participants' ability to rate various teacher performance 
behaviors and structural aspects of the observed videotaped lesson. 
Eight teacher behaviors were rated on a scale ranging from very poor 1) 
to very good (10). The following teacher behaviors or strategies were 
rated: 1) management of classroom, 2) use of follow-up questions or 
probes, 3) use of reinforcers, 4) involvement of students in the 
learning task, 5) presentation of a smoothly flowing lesson, 6) monitor 
learning of individual students, 7) monitor learning of the class as a 
whole, and 8) accomplishment of objectives. Items one through seven 
deal with teacher performance that research has demonstrated correlate 
positively with student achievement. Item eight may be thought of as an 
overall rating. The Teacher Performance Ratings may be seen in Appendix 
J. 
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Workshop training methods 
Control group. Group A, the control group, used the 
Traditional Anecdotal Method (TARM) for gathering classroom observation 
data and so wrote brief, descriptive, anecdotal words, phrases and 
sentences as they observed the lesson. Decisions about what to write 
and about format are left to the discretion of the observer. (Very 
often, this information is written on a yellow legal pad.) The 80 
principals and assistant principals attending the Muskegon, Michigan TPE 
workshop served as the control group. Dr. Richard Manatt of Iowa State 
University administered the training to this group. The following 
procedures were carried out in the workshop training: 
1. A statement about the intent of the workshop and the research 
involved was read to the participants. Participants were 
given the option of not handing in the data collection 
instruments if they chose not to participate in the research 
aspect of the workshop. This statement may be seen in 
Appendix B. 
2. The number of clock hours and type of prior training 
participants had received in classroom observation techniques 
and in effective teaching was written on a registration card. 
This form may be seen in Appendix C. 
3. Participants were given background information and training 
to prepare them to use the traditional anecdotal method of 
data-gathering. 
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4. Participants took part in an exercise with a 20 minute sample 
video-taped lesson. The tape was stopped at various points 
to enable the trainer to point out what could and/or should 
have been written by the observer and why it was important to 
write. 
5. Participants then viewed more of the sample tape and wrote 
anecdotal comments. 
6. Upon completion of the tape, participants were given feedback 
as to what could and/or should have been written and why. 
7. Participants were then given a copy of the lesson plan for 
the videotaped ninth grade English lesson. 
8. Participants viewed the ninth grade videotape, scripted, and 
wrote anecdotal comments. 
Experimental group. Group B, the experimental group, used the 
Structured Data-Capturing Technique (SDCT) for gathering classroom 
observation data. Like the control group, the participants wrote their 
anecdotal comments on yellow legal pads. The 80 assistant principals 
attending the Fairfax, Virginia TPE workshop served as the experimental 
group. Dr. James Sweeney of Iowa State University administered the 
training to this group. The following procedures were carried out in 
the workshop training: 
1. A statement regarding the intent of the workshop and the 
research involved was read to the participants. Participants 
were given the option of not handing in the data collection 
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instruments if they chose not to participate in the research 
.aspect of the workshop. This statement may be seen in 
Appendix B. 
2. The number of clock hours and type of prior training 
participants had received in classroom observation techniques 
and in effective teaching was written on a registration card. 
This form may be seen in Appendix C. 
3. Participants were given background information and training 
to prepare them for use of SDCT, which included the Data-
Gathering Code Sheet. An SDCT Guide and overhead 
transparencies were used in the training. 
4. Participants took part in an exercise regarding what to write 
and what to code, with a 20 minute sample videotape of an 
eighth grade social studies lesson. The tape was stopped at 
various points to enable the trainer to point out what could 
and/or should have been written by the observer and why it 
was important to write out. 
5. Participants viewed one sample tape and wrote anecdotal 
comments using the SDCT Data-Gathering Code Sheet. 
6. Upon completion of the sample tape activity, participants 
were given feedback as to what and how they could and/or 
should have coded and recorded anecdotal comments and why. 
7. Participants were given a copy of the lesson plan for the 
videotaped ninth grade English lesson. 
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8. Participants viewed thé ninth grade videotape, scripted, and 
wrote anecdotal comments. 
Data collection methods and procedures 
Survey phase. The Management Team--Supervisor Survey 
instrument used to collect data was distributed to the over 400 
administrators and board members attending teacher evaluation workshops 
in three locations throughout Iowa in the Fall of 1984. Two hundred and 
fifty administrators involved in the process of teacher evaluation 
returned the survey. Of the 250, 112 supervised elementary personnel 
(K-8), 114 supervised junior high or secondary personnel (7-12), 11 
supervised K-12 personnel, 2 supervised special education, and 5 
supervised community college personnel. Four participants did not 
indicate their level or position, and two participants who did not use 
classroom observation were not asked to complete the entire form. 
Experimental. In addition to the information obtained from the 
registration card mentioned in the workshop training section of this 
chapter, the following information was collected: 1) data concerning 
the participants' abilities to write pertinent and important information 
regarding what was observed in the videotaped lesson, 2) participants' 
abilities to identify teacher performance strengths and targets for 
growth, and 3) participants' abilities to rate teacher performance 
behaviors and structural aspects of the lesson. The data collection 
procedure was the same for both the control group and the experimental 
group. After viewing the ninth grade videotape, participants were asked 
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to complete the following instruments; 1) Observation Summary Quiz of 
Lesson. Tape, 2) Identification of Teacher Performance Strengths and 
Targets for Growth, and 3) Teacher Performance Ratings. Participants 
were asked to use the information they had written on their yellow pads 
to assist in performing the above tasks. 
Participants in both groups were also asked to hand in the sheets 
on which they wrote the information while observing the taped lesson. 
Sixty participants in the control group and 68 participants in the 
experimental group elected to hand in the completed instruments. 
Analysis of Data 
Analysis of the data was conducted in two phases, the survey phase 
'and the experimental phase. The survey, conducted prior to the 
experiment, was designed to gather information about the state of the 
art of classroom observation data-gathering. One hundred and twenty-
eight administrators participated in a posttest-only experiment to 
investigate the efficacy of a structured data-capturing technique for 
classroom observation, which comprised the experimental phase of the 
study. 
Survey 
After the completed survey instruments were received, the data were 
coded and prepared for transfer to key punch cards for computer analysis 
at the Iowa State University Computer Center which used the revised 
y 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS ). Descriptive 
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statistics (frequencies and percentages) were computed to examine the 
value of study variables. The data collected from the Management Team--
Supervisor Survey were analyzed using only descriptive statistics. 
Experimental 
After the three measurement instruments were received, the data 
were coded and prepared for transfer to key punch cards for computer 
treatment of data performed by the Iowa State University Computer Center 
Y 
which used SPSS*. Descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, and 
standard deviations) were computed to examine the relative value of 
study variables. The statistical technique, the t-test, was used to 
determine significant statistical differences. F-ratios from the t-
tests were examined where differences were hypothesized. The SPSS^ 
condescriptive procedure was used to obtain the values for the mean and 
for the standard error of the mean for hypotheses, which required 
comparing the subjects' mean scores to the panel's mean scores. T-tests 
were then calculated using the condescriptive data. 
Hypothesis one was tested using a t-test. The panel's answers to 
the questions on the summary data sheet were considered to be the 
"right" answers. The subjects' answers were compared to the panel's 
answers and a point given for each right answer. A maximum of 21 points 
was possible. 
Hypotheses two, three, eight, nine, eleven, and twelve were also 
tested using t-tests. The panel's identification of strengths and 
targets for growth were considered correct. Responses of the subjects' 
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were scored using a weighted scoring procedure, which can be seen in 
Appendix I. The. maximum score possible was seven for each of the areas, 
strengths, and targets for growth. 
F-ratios were, examined to determine the amount of variance in 
hypotheses four, five, and six. Hypotheses eight through thirteen were 
analyzed using two-way ANOVA to determine the effect of prior training. 
Hypotheses seven, ten, and thirteen were analyzed using t-tests 
calculated by means and standard error of the mean; values generated 
from the SPSS^ condescriptive procedure found on pages 279-286 in the 
SPSS* User's Guide (1983). 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS. 
The purpose of this chapter is to report the results of the study. 
One source of data was the survey instrument, Management Team--
Supervisor Survey, designed to obtain data relative to the state of the 
art of classroom observation. A second source of data was an experiment 
which compared a structured method of gathering lesson 'observation 
information with an unstructured method of data-gathering. The first 
method was called the Structured Data Capturing Technique (SDCT), the 
latter, the Traditional Anecdotal Record Method (TARM). Of primary 
interest was evaluators' ability to gather and record classroom 
observations, their ability to analyze the information to identify 
teacher performance strengths and areas in need of strengthening, and 
their ability to rate selected teacher performance strategies. The 
study also investigated the effect of prior training on lesson analysis 
skills. 
Demographic data for the experiment were compiled from the 
registration cards completed by participants at the teacher performance 
evaluation workshops. Data for the inferential statistics were compiled 
from three instruments: (1) Observation Summary Quiz of Lesson Tape, 
(2) Identification of Teacher Performance Strengths and Targets for 
Growth, and (3) Teacher Performance Ratings. 
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Descriptive Study Data 
Descriptive data are presented for the survey and experiment. 
Tables 2 through 15 present the descriptive data. 
Survey 
Two hundred and fifty administrators attending teacher evaluation 
conferences across Iowa in October 1984 responded to the Management 
Team--Supervisor Survey. Two reported they did not use classroom 
observation as a part of their evaluation process and, therefore, 
responded only to the two items about the purposes of teacher 
evaluation, not to the rest of the survey which dealt with classroom 
observation. 
Table 2 presents the data for the Iowa administrators about the 
grade level they supervised. The number of administrators supervising 
elementary and middle school grade levels (112) was approximately equal 
to those supervising junior high and senior high school levels (114). 
The five administrators in the "other" category supervised either 
community college or AEA personnel. 
The administrators were asked to indicate their perceptions about 
the general purpose of teacher evaluation in their schools. Table 3 
shows that 86 percent indicated that the general purpose of teacher 
evaluation was two-fold: to insure competence and to help all teachers 
grow. Four percent indicated that evaluation insured competence, while 
10 percent felt it helped all teachers to grow. 
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TABLE 2. Number and percentages of grade levels supervised by Iowa 
administrators (N=248) 
ADJUSTED 
GRADE NUMBER % 
K-6 100 41.0 
5-8 . 12 4.9 
7-9 13 5.3 
7-12 62 25.4 
10-12 39 16.0 
K-12 11 4.5 
Sp. Ed. 2 0.8 
Other 5 2.0 
No response 4 
TOTAL 248 100.0 
TABLE 3. Iowa administrators' perceptions of the general purpose of 
teacher evaluation (N=250) 
PURPOSE NUMBER PERCENTAGE 
Insuring competence 10 4.0 
Helping all teachers to grow 25 10.0 
Both of above 215 86.0 
TOTAL 250 1 0 0 . 0  
63 
Table 4 presents the responses to the forced choice item concerning 
the primary objective of teacher evaluation: over two-thirds of the 
administrators indicated that the primary objective was to help all 
teachers grow. 
TABLE 4. Iowa administrators' perceptions of the primary objective of 
teacher evaluation (N=250) 
PRIMARY ADJUSTED 
OBJECTIVE NUMBER 7o 
To insure competence 75 30.4 . 
To help all teachers grow 172 69.6 
No response 3 
TOTAL 250 100.0 
The referent group was asked to indicate the number of formal 
classroom observations they typically conducted in one year. The 
results are shown in Table 5: 30 percent conducted 1 formal observation 
47 percent conducted 2 observations, 20 percent conducted from 3 to 5, 
while only 2 percent conducted more than 5 per year. 
Types of observation techniques used by the administrators can be 
seen in Table 6. (Respondents were free to check more than one item.) 
Three-fourths (185) reported using the anecdotal data-gathering method, 
34 percent used a checklist, 32 percent a rating sheet, and 13 percent a 
time on-task report. Of the four who checked "other," two mentioned 
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TABLE 5. Frequency of formal classroom observations conducted per year 
by Iowa administrators (i\-248) 
ADJUSTED 
NUMBER NUMBER % 
One 76 30.8 
Two 115 46.6 
Three to Five 50 20.2 
More Than Five 6 2.4 
No response 1 
TOTAL 248 100.0 
'TABLE 6. Types of classroom observation techniques used by Iowa 
administrators, in percentages (N=248) 
ADJUSTED 
TYPES NUMBER % 
Anecdotal records 185 74.9 
Rating sheet 80 32.4 
Checklist 84 34.0 
Time on-task 34 14.0 
Other 4 2.4 
No response 1 
Respondents could check more than one item; therefore, totals equal more 
than 248 and 100% 
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Madeline Hunter (script taping), one reported using a combination of 
anecdotal records, rating sheets, checklists, and time on-task, and one 
reported using a short observation form. 
If the respondents used a blank pad to record information, they 
were asked to indicate the types of behavior they recorded. Table 7 
shows these results. Seventeen percent of the administrators did not 
respond to this item. Perhaps many of the "no" responses occurred 
because some of the administrators do not use a pad to record classroom 
events. Results show that 35.8 percent recorded everything they saw or 
heard (scripting), while a majority recorded specific behaviors of 
teachers (63.7 percent), students (56.4 percent), productive teaching 
strategies (56.9 percent), and unproductive teaching strategies (52.5 
percent). The "other" responses included 1) "evidence of appropriate 
use of learning theories," 2) "depends on what objectives we agreed upon 
before the observation," 3) "time," 4) "an outline of observed classroom 
activities with notation of specific behaviors," and 5) "follow the 
Hunter model and direct attention to the seven major areas identified 
and include all else 1 have time for in an observational period." 
The results of the question which asked the administrators to 
indicate how they learned the classroom observation method they used are 
presented in Table 8. A large percentage (64.8 percent) reported 
learning their method in an inservice workshop, while 25 percent learned 
in a graduate class. Some of the kinds of training received by those 
who circled "other" include "learning while a part of a team that 
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TABLE 7. Summary percentages of types of information written on a 
yellow pad as reported by Iowa administrators (N=248) 
TYPE NUMBER 
ADJUSTED 
% 
Everything seen or heard 73 35.8 
Specific teacher behaviors 130 63.7 
Specific student behaviors 115 56.4 
Productive teaching strategies 116 56.9 
Unproductive teaching strategies 107 52.5 
Other 5 2.0 
No response 44 
Respondents could check more than one item; therefore, totals equal more 
than 248 and 100%. 
TABLE 8. Summary percentages of methods of learning classroom 
observations techniques reported by Iowa administrators 
(N=248) 
ADJUSTED 
METHOD NUMBER % 
Inservice workshop 158 64.8 
Graduate class 63 25.8 
Reading-about it 77 31.6 
On their own 117 48.0 
Other 20 8.2 
No response 2 
Respondents could check more than one item; therefore, totals equal more 
than 248 and 100%. 
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developed an instrument," "assumed the technique from the previous 
administrator"learned during an internship," "learned from the 
superintendent," "learned from Madeline Hunter training," or simply, as 
one reported, "not knowing." 
The supervisors were also asked to indicate which category 
reflected the extent of lesson observation training they received in the 
last five years. Table 9 presents the number and percentage of each 
category. The largest percentage (38.6 percent) reported they had 
received over 8 hours of training, while 26 percent reported 3 or less 
hours of training. 
TABLE 9. Extent of training in lesson observation during the past five 
years of Iowa administrators (N=248) 
NUMBER OF HOURS NUMBER 
ADJUSTED 
% 
0 Hours 19 7.7 
1-3 hours 46 18.7 
3-5 hours 49 19.9 
5-8 hours 37 15.0 
Above 8 hours 95 38.6 
No response 2 
TOTAL 248 100.0 
The administrators were then asked to respond to three statements 
which used a five-point, Likert type scale, about their attitude toward 
observation data-gathering. The statements concerned their need to 
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improve data-gathering skills, their ability to use the data observed to 
help teachers improve instruction, and their "desire for a better way to 
record what is seen during an observation." Table 10 shows that most 
(89 percent) "strongly agreed" or "agreed" that they needed to improve 
their observation data-gathering skills. Over 93 percent "agreed" or 
"strongly agreed" that they needed to improve their ability to use 
observation data to help teachers improve instruction and 79 percent 
indicated a "desire for a better way to record what they observed during 
a lesson." 
The administrators were also asked to report how many teachers they 
evaluated, and then the actual number was recoded into five classifi­
cations. Table 11 shows that the mean number of teachers evaluated was 
22, a figure which does not include the 105 reported by one supervisor. 
Thirty-nine percent of the administrators evaluated between 11 and 20 
teachers, while 36 percent evaluated between 21 and 30 teachers. 
The experiment 
The experiment--implemented in two teacher performance evaluation 
workshops, one held in Fairfax, Virginia in February 1985 and the other 
in Muskegon, Michigan in March 1985--was designed to investigate the 
efficacy of a structured data-capturing technique for classroom 
observation. 
The number of hours and types of previous training in lesson 
observation skills and effective teaching was part of the information 
gathered from the participants in these workshops. 
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TABLE 10. Iowa administrators' attitudes toward observation data 
gathering (N=248) 
ATTITUDE 
Need to improve observation 
data-gathering skills 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Need, to improve ability to 
use observation data to 
help teachers improve instruction 
ADJUSTED CUM 
NUMBER % % 
75 30.2 30.2 
146 58.9 89.1 
18 7.3 96.4 
8 3.2 99.6 
1 0.4 100.0 
1 0 0 . 0  
30.6 
93.5 
98.0 
1 0 0 . 0  
22.5 
79.1 
92.6 
1 0 0 . 0  
Strongly Agree 76 30.6 
Agree 156 62.9 
Undecided 11 4.4 
Disagree 5 2.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 
TOTAL 248 100.0 
Want a better way to record 
classroom observation data 
Strongly Agree 55 22.5 
Agree 138 56.6 
Undecided 33 13.5 
Disagree 18 7.4 
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 
TOTAL 244 100.0 
TOTAL 248 
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TABLE 11. Number of teachers evaluated by Iowa administrators (N=248) 
ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
NUMBER SUPERVISED NUMBER % % 
0 thru 10 18 7.4 7.4 
11 thru 20 97 39.9 47.3 
21 thru 30 90 37.0 84.4 
31 thru 40 30 12.3 96.7 
41 thru 76 7 2.9 99.6 
105 1 0.4 100.0 
No response 5 
TOTAL 248 100.0 
Mean number supervised = 22 
Table 12 reports the extent of participants' prior training in 
recording a lesson (data-gathering): the group using the structured 
method (SDCT) reported that they had received 30 hours (median and 
mode), while the median and mode for the group using the unstructured 
method (TARM) was 13 hours. When two reported scores of over 900 hours 
were omitted, the mean for the structured group was 41 hours. 
Table 13 reports the extent of participants' prior training in 
effective teaching of those using a structured (SDCT) method and of 
those using an unstructured method (TARM) to gather lesson observation 
information. The group using the SDCT reported they had received 15.5 
hours (median); the mode was 10 hours. The median and mode of the group 
using the unstructured method (TARM) was 14 hours, and the median and 
mode for all participants considered together was 14 hours. 
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TABLE 12. Extent of previous training in lesson observation skills of 
evaluators using a structured method and those using an 
unstructured method of gathering lesson observation 
information (N=128) 
MEDIAN MODE 
GROUP N (hrs.) (hrs. ) 
Structured method 68 30.00 30 
Unstructured method 60 13.00 13 
All participants 128 13.00 13 
TABLE 13. Extent of prior training in effective teaching of evaluators 
using a structured method and those using an unstructured 
method of gathering lesson observation information (N=128) 
MEDIAN MODE 
GROUP N (hrs.) (hrs.) 
Structured method 68 15.50 10 
Unstructured 60 14.00 14 
All participants 128 14.00 14 
Participants were asked to indicate the number of hours of 
particular types of training they had previously received in either 
lesson observation skills or in effective teaching. Many participants 
did not indicate the number of training hours but merely placed a 
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checkmark in front of the type of training; thus, the number of hours of 
each type of training could not be calculated. Table 14 reports the 
number of subjects who participated in each type of training. Many 
indicated multiple types of training. Workshops which used video tapes 
were the most frequent type of prior training in lesson observation 
skills while district inservice was the second most frequent type. 
Workshops were also the most frequent type of prior training in 
effective teaching. Table 15 reports the number of participants broken 
down into the groups by hours of prior training in lesson observation 
skills and effective teaching. The category with only one participant 
causes a problem which will be addressed later in this chapter. 
73 
TABLE 14. Tyoes of prior training in lesson observation skills and 
effective teaching as reported by evaluators who used 
structured and unstructured methods of gathering lesson 
observation information (N=128) 
TYPE 
STRUCTURED UNSTRUCTURED TOTAL 
N N N 
Lesson observation skills 
Workshops 
with video tapes 
without video tapes 
District inservice 
Coursework 
Previous administrator 
Other 
44 
32 
55 
46 
29 
7 
50 
35 
18 
5 
5 
4 
94 
67 
73 
51 
34 
11 
Effective teaching 
Workshops 
District inservice 
Coursework 
49 
48 
41 
48 
38 
4 
97 
86 
45 
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TABLE 15. Number of participants in structured and unstructured methods 
by amount of prior training in lesson observation skills and 
effective training (N=128) 
GROUP 
STRUCTURED 
N 
UNSTRUCTURED 
N 
Prior training in lesson 
observation skills 
Less than 30 hrs. 
30 hrs. or more 
32 
36 
53 
7 
Prior training in 
effective teaching 
Less than 60 hrs. 
60 hrs. or more 
56 
12 
59 
1 
Inferential Statistics 
The 13 hypotheses which provided focus for this study are stated in 
the operational form below and in the null form later in the chapter. 
The null hypotheses were tested for significance set at the .05 level 
but reported at and beyond that level. 
Hypotheses 
1. Mean scores for effectiveness in recording important lesson 
aspects of evaluators using the Structured Data-Capturing 
Technique (SDCT) will be significantly higher than mean 
scores of evaluators using the Traditional Anecdotal Record 
Method (TARM). 
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Evaluators who use the SDCT will have significantly higher 
mean scores in identifying teacher performance strengths than 
evaluators using the TARM. 
Evaluators who use the SDCT will have significantly higher 
mean scores in identifying teacher performance targets for 
growth than evaluators using the TARM. 
There will be a higher degree of agreement in identifying 
teacher performance strengths between evaluators using the 
SDCT than between evaluators using the TARM. 
There will be a higher degree of agreement in identifying 
teacher performance targets for growth between evaluators 
using the SDCT than between evaluators using the TARM. 
There will be a higher degree of agreement in the ratings of 
teacher performance methods and strategies between evaluators 
using the SDCT than between evaluators using the TARM. 
Ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators using the SDCT will have significantly more 
agreement with the ratings of the expert panel than the 
ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators using the TARM. 
Evaluators with 30 or more hours of prior training in lesson 
observation skills will have significantly higher mean scores 
in identifying teacher performance strengths than evaluators 
with less than 30 hours of training. 
76 
9. Evaluators with 30 or more hours of prior training in lesson 
observation skills will have significantly higher mean scores 
in identifying teacher performance targets for growth than 
evaluators with less than 30 hours of training. 
10. Ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators with 30 or more hours of training in effective 
teaching will have significantly more agreement with the 
expert panel's ratings than will the ratings of evaluators 
who have had less than 30 hours of training. 
11. Evaluators with in-depth training in effective teaching will 
have significantly higher mean scores in identifying teacher 
performance strengths than evaluators who have not had in-
depth training in effective teaching. 
12. Evaluators with in-depth training in effective teaching will 
have significantly higher mean scores in identifying teacher 
performance targets for growth than evaluators who have not 
had in-depth training in effective teaching. 
13. Ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies by 
evaluators with in-depth training in effective teaching will 
have significantly more agreement with the expert panel's 
ratings than will the ratings of evaluators who have not had 
in-depth training in effective teaching. 
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Hypotheses testing 
This section reports the results of the hypotheses. Thirteen 
hypotheses were stated in the null form and tested using the t-test and 
analysis of variance. The first seven hypotheses compared evaluators 
who used a structured method (SDCT) to evaluators who used an 
unstructured method (TARM) in order to record and analyze important 
aspects of a classroom lesson observed in a video taped ninth grade 
English lesson. 
The first hypothesis dealt with the evaluators' ability to record 
important information while observing the video taped lesson. 
Hypotheses two, three, four, and five dealt with evaluators' ability to 
identify areas of teacher performance strengths or targets for growth 
which could be used as feedback to the teacher. Hypotheses six and 
seven examine the evaluators' ability to rate eight selected variables 
related to teacher performance methods and strategies. 
Hypotheses eight through ten examine the effect of prior training 
in lesson observation skills on the evaluators' ability both to identify 
teacher performance strengths and targets for growth, and to rate eight 
selected variables concerned with teacher performance methods and 
strategies. 
Hypotheses eleven through thirteen examine the effect of in-depth 
training, defined as 60 hours or more, in effective teaching on 
evaluators' ability both to identify teacher performance strengths and 
targets for growth and to rate eight selected variables concerned with 
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teacher performance methods and strategies. Below are the thirteen null 
hypotheses and the results of each. 
The first hypothesis was designed to compare trainees' ability to 
record important aspects of a classroom lesson they observed on a video 
tape. A quiz with 21 questions about the lesson was used to obtain the 
study data. 
Ho^: Mean scores for effectiveness in recording, important 
lesson aspects of evaluators using the structured data-
capturing technique (SDCT) will be equal to or significantly 
lower than mean scores of evaluators using the Traditional 
Anecdotal Method (TARM). 
Table 16, which presents the data for the first hypothesis, shows 
that the mean score for effectiveness of evaluators using the structured 
method was not significantly higher than that of evaluators using the 
unstructured method. Although the mean score of the structured method 
group was slightly higher, it was not significant at the .05 level, so 
the hypothesis was not rejected. 
The second hypothesis was formulated in order to compare the 
trainees' ability to identify important strengths of teacher performance 
which could be used as feedback to the teacher. Scores were assigned 
using a weighted scoring key which can be seen in Appendix I. The 
expert panel's identification of teacher performance strengths was the 
criteria on which the weightings were based. 
H02: Evaluators who use the SDCT will have equal or 
significantly lower mean scores in identifying teacher 
performance strengths than evaluators who use the TARM. 
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TABLE 16. Observation summary quiz: Comparison of structured method 
and unstructured method of gathering lesson observation 
information (N=128) 
_ F SEPARATE 
GROUP N X S.D. RATIO t-VALUE 
Structured 
method 68 12.46 2.65 
1.85* 0.45 
Unstructured 
method 60 12.20 3.60 
Score possible = 21 
"F ratio significant at .05 level. 
Table 17 presents the data for this hypothesis. The mean score of 
evaluators using the structured method to identify teacher performance 
strengths was not significantly higher than the mean score of those 
using the unstructured method. Again, the mean score of the structured 
method group was slightly higher but not significant at the .05 level. 
Thus, the hypothesis was not rejected. While participants were asked to 
give specific examples from their recorded data which would support 
their identified strengths and targets for growth, most did not do so; 
therefore, nothing could be done to analyze this aspect of the 
experiment. 
The third hypothesis was designed to compare the trainees' ability 
to identify areas of teacher performance which needed strengthening 
(targets for growth). Once again scoring was based on a weighted 
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TABLE 17. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher performance 
strengths and targets for growth: Comparison of structured 
and unstructured methods of gathering lesson observation 
information 
STRUCTURED UNSTRUCTURED F POOLED 
VARIABLE N X S.D. N X S.D. RATIO t-VALUE 
Strengths 62 3.63 1.78 59 3.20 1.89 1.12 1.27 
Targets 
for growth 64 3.44 2.05 58 2.93 1.75 1.38 1.47 
Strengths Structured (N = 62) Unstructured (N = 59) 
Targets structured (N = 64) Unstructured (N = 58) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
scoring key, which can be seen in Appendix I. The scores, for targets 
for growth were derived in the same way as those for strengths. 
H03: Evaluators who use the SDCT will have equal or 
significantly lower mean scores in identifying teacher 
performance targets for growth than evaluators using the TARM. 
Table 17 presents data for the third hypothesis. The mean score of 
evaluators using the structured method to identify teacher performance 
targets for growth was not significantly higher than the mean score of 
evaluators using the unstructured method at the .05 level. This 
hypothesis was not rejected. 
The fourth hypothesis was designed to compare the degree of 
agreement among trainees identifying areas of teacher performance which 
were strong (strengths). 
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Ho 4= There will be no significant difference in the degree of 
agreement between evaluators using the SDCT to identify 
teacher performance strengths than between evaluators using 
the TARM. 
Table 17 shows there was no significant difference in the variance 
between evaluators using the structured method and those using the 
unstructured method to identify teacher performance strengths at the .05 
level. Therefore, since we cannot conclude that there was significantly 
more agreement between those evaluators who used the structured method 
than between those who used the unstructured method, the hypothesis was 
not rejected. 
The fifth hypothesis was formulated to compare the amount of 
agreement among trainees identifying areas of teacher performance which 
needed strengthening (targets for growth). 
H05: There will be no significant difference between the 
degree of agreement between evaluators using the SDCT to 
identify teacher performance targets for growth than between 
evaluators using the TARM. 
Table 17 shows that no significant difference existed in the 
variance of evaluators using the structured method to identify areas of 
teacher performance which needed strengthening and those using the 
unstructured method. There was greater variance, or less agreement, 
among evaluators using the structured method than among those using the 
unstructured method. Since the variance was not significant at the .05 
level, the hypothesis was not rejected. 
Hypothesis six was designed to compare the trainees' degree of 
agreement in rating selected variables of teacher performance methods 
and strategies. 
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Ho^: There will be no significant difference between the 
degree of agreement in the ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies between evaluators using the SDCT than 
between evaluators using the TARM. 
Table 18 presents the results of the ratings of the eight selected 
variables of teacher performance methods and strategies. To reject the 
hypothesis, variances for at least five of the eight variables had to be 
significantly less for the structured method group. None of the 
variances on the eight variables was significantly different between 
evaluators using the structured method and evaluators using the 
unstructured method. Although the results were not significant, the 
experimental group had less variance on two components--"feedback" and 
"accomplishment of objectives." This group had greater variance than 
the control group, though again not significantly so, on the following 
six components: "classroom management," "probing," "involvement," 
"lesson flow," "monitoring of individuals," and "monitoring the class." 
None of the variances was significant at the .05 level, so the 
hypothesis was not rejected. 
Hypothesis seven was designed to compare evaluators' ability to use 
information they had written about the video taped lesson to rate 
selected variables of teacher performance methods and strategies. The 
ratings of the evaluators were compared to the ratings of the expert 
panel. 
Hoy: There will be no significant difference between the 
average ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
of evaluators using the SDCT and TARM methods when compared to 
the ratings of the expert panel. 
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TABLE 18. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of variances of 
structured and unstructured methods of gathering lesson 
observation information 
PANEL STRUCTURED UNSTRUCTURED F 
RATING S.D. S.D. RATIO 
Classroom 
management 9 2.29 2.21 1.07 
Probing 3 2.32 2.01 1.33 
Feedback 4 1.83 1.94 1.13 
' Student 
involvement 2 1.98^ 1.92 1.07 
Lesson flow 6 2.42 2.24 1.17 
Monitor 
individuals 2 2.07 1.94 1.14 
Monitor class 4 2.06 2.02 1.05 
Objectives 3 1.92 2.22 0.25 
Structured (N = 68) Unstructured (N = 60) 
Table 19 presents the data which compares the mean ratings of eight 
selected teacher performance methods and strategies of the two groups of 
evaluators (those in the experimental group who use the structured 
method and those in the control group who use the unstructured method of 
data-gathering) with the panel and with each other. The t-test was 
utilized using condescriptive values of the mean, standard deviation, 
and standard error of the mean generated by the SPSS statistical 
package--a technique which enables one to compare a mean of a group with 
a specific mean of a population. In this case, the mean of the 
population was the mean of the expert panel. The first two t columns 
report the differences between the group's mean rating and the panel's 
mean rating. Those differences which were significant at the .05 and 
.01 level are indicated by asterisks. The third t column at the far 
right reports the differences between the two groups. To be able to 
reject the hypothesis, the following conditions had to be true; 1) 
there had to be significant differences between the mean ratings of the 
structured method group and the unstructured method group on at least 
five of the eight variables, and 2) the group using the structured 
method had to have mean ratings on more variables which were not 
significantly different from the panel than the group using the 
unstructured method. Table 19 shows that these conditions were not met: 
the mean ratings between the experimental and the control group were not 
significantly different. The mean ratings of both the experimental and 
control group did differ significantly from the expert panel's ratings 
for six of the eight variables. The hypothesis was not rejected. 
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TABLE 19. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of structured and 
unstructured methods of gathering lesson observation 
information to panel and difference of means 
PANEL _ STRUCTURED UNSTRUCTURED DIFFERENCE 
VARIABLE RATING X S.D. t X S.D. t d t 
Classroom 
management 9 6, .50 2.29 -8.99** 6.17 2 .21 -9 . 94** 0 .33 0 .84 
Probing 3 3, .82 2.32 2.93** 4.10 2 .01 4 . 24** 0 .28 -0 .72 
Feedback 4 3. 63 1.83 -1.66 3.87 1 .94 -0 .53 0 .24 -0 .70 
Student 
involvement 2 4. 31 1.98 9.62** 4.18 1 .92 8, .80** 0, .13 0, .36 
Lesson flow 6 4. 84 2.42 -3.95** 4.77 2, ,24 -4. 26** 0. 07 0. ,17 
Monitor 
individuals 2 2. 94 2.07 3.75** 3.32 1. 94 5. 25** 0. 38 -1. 05 
Monitor 
class 4 3. 66 2.06 -1.35 3.93 2. 02 -0. 26 0. 27 -0. 75 
Objectives 3 4. 62 1.92 6.97** 4.60 2. 22 6. 15** 0. 02 0. 05 
Structured (N = 68) Unstructured (N = 60) 
"""Reject at .01 level of significance. 
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Hypothesis eight was designed to examine the effect of prior 
training in lesson observation skills on trainees* ability to identify 
areas of teacher performance which are strong and which could be used as 
feedback to the teacher. 
Hog: Mean scores for identifying teacher performance 
strengths for evaluators with 30 or more hours of prior 
training in lesson observation skills will be equal to or 
significantly lower than for evaluators with less than 30 
hours of prior training. 
Tables 20, 21, and 22 present the data for hypothesis eight. Table 
20 shows there was no significant difference between the mean scores of 
evaluators with less than 30 hours and those with 30 hours or more of 
prior training in lesson observation skills to identify teacher 
performance strengths. This was true for both the structured and the 
unstructured method groups. Table 21 gives the breakdown of the cell 
means. These data are the basis on which Table 22 (ANOVA) was built. 
The ANOVA table shows that prior training in lesson observation skills 
had no significant effect on evaluators' ability to identify teacher 
performance strengths. There was also no significant interaction 
between method used and extent of prior training. The hypothesis was 
not rejected. 
Hypothesis nine was designed to examine the effect of prior 
training in lesson observation skills on trainees' ability to identify 
areas of teacher performance which need strengthening (targets for 
growth). 
Hoq: Mean scores for identifying teacher performance targets 
for growth for evaluators with 30 or more hours of prior 
training in lesson observation skills will be equal to or 
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TABLE 20. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher performance 
strengths : Comparison of prior training in lesson 
observation skills on a structured and an unstructured method 
of gathering lesson information 
PRIOR TRAINING IN LESSON OBSERVATION SKILLS 
LESS THAN 30 MRS. 30 HR_S. OR MORE F POOLED 
GROUP N X S.D. N X S.D. RATIO t-VALUE 
Structured 30 3.50 1.78 32 3.75 1.81 1.04 -0.55 
Unstructured 52 3.27 1.91 7 2.71 1.80 1.13 0.73 
Less than 30 hrs.: structured (N=30); unstructured (N=5) 
30 hrs. or more: structured (N=32); unstructured (N=7) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
significantly lower than for evaluators with less than 30 
hours of prior training. 
These data are presented in Tables 23, 24, and 25. Table 23 shows 
that no significant difference in mean scores for identifying teacher 
performance targets for growth exists between evaluators with less 
training in lesson observation skills and those with more training. 
This was true for evaluators using the structured method as well as for 
those using the unstructured method. Table 24 shows the breakdown of 
the mean scores by group and hours of training and provides the data on 
which Table 25 was built. Table 25 reveals that prior training in 
lesson observation skills had no significant impact on evaluators' 
ability to identify teacher performance targets for growth. There was 
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TABLE 21. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying strengths by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in observation 
skills (N=121) 
Group Structured 
3.63 (N=62) 
Unstructured 
3.20 (N=59) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 
training 3.35 (N=82) 
30 hrs. or more 
3.56 (N=39) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
Structured 3.50 (N=30) 3.75 (N=32) 
Unstructured 3.27 (N=52) 2.71 (N=7) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
TABLE 22. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher performance 
strengths by group (structured, unstructured) and prior 
training in observation skills (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 4.32 1.27 
Hours of prior training 1 0.01 0.003 
Group by hours 1 2.86 0.84 
Residual 117 3.41 
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TABLE 23. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher performance 
targets for growth: Comparison of prior training in lesson 
observation skills on structured and unstructured methods of 
gathering lesson observation 
GROUP 
PRIOR TRAINING IN LESSON OBSERVATION SKILLS 
LESS THAN 30 HRS. 30 HR_S. OR MORE F POOLED 
N X S.D. N X S.D. RATIO t-VALUE 
Structured 32 3.53 1.90 32 3.34 2.22 1.37 0.36 
Unstructured 51 2.88 1.73 7 3.29 1.98 -1.37 -0.57 
Less than 30 hrs.: structured (N=32); unstructured (N=51) 
30 hrs. or more: structured (N=32); unstructured (N=7) 
Scale = Ij very ineffective to 7, very effective 
also no significant interaction between amount of training and method 
used. The hypothesis was not rejected. 
Hypothesis ten was formulated to examine the effect of prior 
training in lesson observation skills on evaluators' abilities to rate 
selected variables of teacher performance methods and strategies. 
Ho^Q: There will be no significant difference between the 
average ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
of evaluators with less than 30 hours and those with 30 hours 
or more of prior training in lesson observation skills when 
compared with the ratings of the expert panel. 
Tables 26 and 27 present a summary of the data for this hypothesis. 
Table 26 compares teacher performance methods and strategies--mean 
ratings of evaluators indicating either less than 30 hours of prior 
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TABLE 24. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying targets for growth 
by group (structured, unstructured) and prior training in 
observation skills (N=122) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
3.44 (N=64) 2.93 (N=58) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs, . or more 
training 3.13 (N=83) 3.33 (N=39) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
Structured 3.53 (N=32) 3.34 (N=32) 
Unstructured 2.88 (N=51) 3.29 (N=7) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
TABLE 25. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher performance 
targets for growth by group (structured, unstructured) and 
prior training in observation skills (N=122) 
MEAN 
SQUARES F-VALUE 
6.75 
0 . 0 1  
1.55 
3.71 
1 . 8 2  
0.003 
0.42 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df 
Group 1 
Hours of prior training 1 
Group by hours 1 
Residual 118 
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TABLE 26. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior training in 
lesson observation skills on a structured method for 
gathering lesson observation data, comparison to panel and 
difference of means 
STRUCTURED METHOD 
PRIOR TRAINING IN LESSON OBSERVATION SKILLS 
PANEL LESS THAN 30 HRS. 30 HRS. OR MORE DIFFERENCE 
VARIABLE RATING X S.D. t X S.D. t d t 
Classroom 
management 9 6 . 8 8  2 .15 -5 .59*: '• 6. 17 2.38 -7 .14** 0 .71 1 .28 
Pfobing 3 3.97 2 .53 2 . 16* 3, ,69 2.14 1 .95 0 . 2 8  0 .48 
Feedback 4 3.50 1. 88 -i . 5 0  3. 75 1.80 -0 .84 0 . 2 5  0, .56 
Student 
involvement 2 4.47 2. 29 6, . 11*-' - 4. 17 1.68 7, .74** 0, .30 0, ,63 
Lesson flow 6 5.13 2. 70 -1. 83 4. 58 2.16 -3. 95** 0. 55 0. ,92 
Monitor 
individuals 2 3.13 2. 49 2. 56* 2. 78 1.64 2. ,85** 0. ,35 0. 67 
Monitor 
class 4 3.94 2. 03 -0. 18 3. 42 2.09 -1. 68 0. 52 1. 04 
Objectives 3 4.78 1. 86 5. 41*" • 4. 47 1.98 4. 46** 0. 31 0. 66 
Less than 30 hrs. (N=32) 30 hrs. or more 1 (N=36) 
""Reject at .01 level of significance. 
" Reject at .05 level of significance. 
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TABLE 27. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior training in 
lesson observation skills on an unstructured method for 
gathering lesson observation data, comparison to panel and 
difference of means 
UNSTRUCTURED METHOD 
PRIOR TRAINING IN LESSON OBSERVATION SKILLS 
PANEL LESS THAN 30 HRS. 30_HRS. OR MORE DIFFERENCE 
V A R I A B L E  R A T I N G  X S . D .  t  X S . D .  t  d  t  
Classroom 
management 9 6. 17 2 .26 -9 . 13"-' '• 6, .14 1. 95 -3 .87** 0 .03 0 . 0 3  
Probing 3 4.08 2 .07 -3 .77-"' •" 4. 29 1. 50 2 . 2 8  0 .21 -0 .26 
Feedback 4 3.94 1. 99 -0 .21 3. 29 1. 60 -1, .18 0 .65 0. 84 
Student 
Involvement 2 4.26 1. ,94 8, .48*" • 3. 57 1. 72 2, ,42 0, .69 0. 90 
Lesson flow 6 4.92 2. ,28 -3. .43*' : 3. 57 1. 51 -4. , 25** 1. 35 1. 52 
Monitor 
individuals 2 3.28 2. 00 4. ,67*" • 3. 57 1. 51 2. 75* 0. ,29 -0. 37 
Monitor 
class 4 3.94 2. 04 -0. 20 3. 8 6  1. 95 -0. 19 0. 08 0. 11 
Obj ectives 3 4.60 2. 26 5. 17** • 4. 57 2. 07 2. 08 0. 03 0. 04 
Less than 30 hrs. (N=53) 30 hrs. or more : (N= =7) 
""Reject at .01 level of significance. 
" Reject at .05 level of significance. 
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training in lesson observation skills, or 30 hours or more, with each 
other and with the mean ratings of the panel. These evaluators used a 
structured method of data-gathering. Table 27 does the same for 
evaluators who used an unstructured method. Condescriptive values were 
used to furnish the data which enabled the researcher to calculate the 
t-test comparisons of the groups and the panel. T values with asterisks 
indicate significant differences between the mean of the group and the 
mean of the panel. To reject the hypothesis, the following conditions 
must have been met: 1) among evaluators using a structured method of 
data-gathering, significant differences must have existed between the 
mean ratings of those with less prior training and those with more 
training in at least five out of the eight variables; 2) the group with 
more training had to have mean ratings which were not significantly 
different from the panel on more variables than the group with less 
training; 3) among evaluators using an unstructured method of data-
gathering, significant differences must have existed between the mean 
ratings of evaluators with less prior training and those with more prior 
training in at least five of the eight variables; and 4) the group with 
more prior training had to have mean ratings which were not signifi­
cantly different from the panel on more variables than the group with 
less prior training. 
As one can see from Tables 26 and 27, these conditions were not 
met: there were no significant differences in the mean ratings of those 
with more training and those with less training for either 1) the group 
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using the structured method or 2) the group using the unstructured 
method. In addition, Table 26 shows that both prior training groups 
using the structured method were not significantly different from the 
panel on three of the eight variables, and both were significantly 
different from the panel on five variables. Table 27 reveals that 
evaluators with more prior training and who used an unstructured method 
had mean ratings which were not significantly different from those with 
less prior training on any of the eight variables. The group with more 
prior training had mean scores that were not significantly different 
from the panel on seven of the variables, while the group with less 
training had .scores which were not significantly different from the 
panel on four variables. The data from these two tables, while not 
significant, would seem to indicate that prior training in lesson 
observation skills may have some effect on evaluators who use an 
unstructured method. Although one of the conditions for rejection was 
met, none of the others were met so the hypothesis was not rejected. 
Hypothesis eleven was formulated to examine the effect of prior in-
depth training, defined as having 60 hours or more of training, in 
effective teaching on trainees' ability to identify areas of teacher 
performance which were strong and which could be used as feedback to the 
teacher. 
Ho^^- Mean scores for identifying teacher performance 
strengths for evaluators with in-depth prior training in 
effective teaching will be equal to or significantly lower 
than for evaluators who have not had such in-depth prior 
training. 
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Tables 28, 29, and 30 present the data for this hypothesis. Table 
28 reveals that there was no significant difference between evaluators 
with less than 60 hours and those with 60 or more hours of prior 
training in effective teaching for identifying teacher performance 
strengths. Because there was only one subject in the category of 
unstructured method and 60 hours or more of prior training, comparison 
results using this group would be meaningless. Therefore, no 
comparisons were made between the groups using the unstructured method 
with either 60 hours or more of training or less than 60 hours of 
training. Table 29, however, presents the breakdown of cell means and 
provides the data for the ANOVA table (Table 30). The analysis of 
variance data in Table 30 shows that prior training in effective 
teaching had no significant effect on evaluators' ability to identify 
teacher performance strengths. And no significant interaction exists 
between the amount of training and the method of data-gathering. The 
hypothesis was not rejected. 
Hypothesis twelve was designed to examine the effect of prior in-
depth training on evaluators' ability to identify areas of teacher 
performance which needed strengthening (targets for growth). 
Ho^o: Mean scores for identifying teacher performance targets 
for growth for evaluators with in-depth prior training in 
effective teaching will be equal to or significantly lower 
than for evaluators who have not had such in-depth prior 
training. 
Tables 31, 32, and 33 present the data for hypothesis twelve. 
Table 31 shows that mean scores for identifying teacher performance 
targets for growth were not significantly different between the 
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TABLE 28. Mean effectiveness for identifying teacher performance 
strengths: Comparison of prior training in effective 
teaching on a structured method of gathering lesson 
information 
PRIOR TRAINING IN EFFECTIVE TEACHING 
LESS THAN 60 HRS. 60 HR_S. OR MORE F POOLED 
GROUP . N X S.D. N X S.D. RATIO t-VALUE 
Structured 56 3.72 1.69 12 3.25 2.18 1.66 0.82 
Less than 60 hrs.: structured (N=56) 
60 hrs. or more: structured (N=12) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
' TABLE 29,. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying strengths by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in effective 
teaching (N=121) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
3.63 (N=62) 3.20 (N=59) 
Hours of prior Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
training 3.44 (N=108) 3.23 (N=13) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
Structured 3.72 (N=50) 3.25 (N=12) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
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TABLE 30. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher performance 
strengths by group (structured, unstructured) and hours of 
prior training in effective teaching (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 7.07 2.07 
Hours of prior training 1 2.12 0.62 
Group by hours 1 0.06 0.02 
Residual 117 3.42 
TABLE 31. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying teacher performance 
targets for growth: Comparison of prior training in 
effective teaching on a structured method of gathering lesson 
information 
PRIOR TRAINING IN EFFECTIVE TEACHING 
LESS THAN 60 HRS. 60 HR_S. OR MORE F POOLED 
GROUP N X S.D. N X S.D. RATIO t-VALUE 
Structured 52 3.50 2.12 12 3.17 1.80 1.38 0.50 
Less than 60 hrs.: structured (N=52) 
60 hrs. or more: structured (N=12) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
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TABLE 32. Mean effectiveness scores for identifying targets for growth 
by group (structured, unstructured) and number of hours of 
prior training in effective teaching (N=122) 
Group Structured 
3.44 (N=64) 
Unstructured 
2.93 (N=58) 
Hours of prior 
training 
Less than 60 hrs. 
3.21 (N=109) 
60 hrs. or more 
3.08 (N=13) 
GROUP 
Structured 
HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 
3.50 (N=52) 
60 hrs. or more 
3.17 (N=12) 
Scale = 1, very ineffective to 7, very effective 
TABLE 33. Analysis of variance of identification of teacher performance 
targets for growth by group (structured, unstructured) and 
hours of prior training in effective teaching (N=122) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 9.22 2.49 
Hours of prior training 1 1.63 0.44 
Group by hours 1 0.34 0.09 
Residual 118 3.71 
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evaluators with less prior training and those with more prior training 
in teacher effectiveness. Again, because there was only one subject in 
the category of unstructured method and 60 hours or more of prior 
training, comparison results using this group would be meaningless and 
so none were made. (Table 32, however, presents the breakdown of the 
means.) Built from the data in Table 32, Table 33, the ANOVA table, 
reveals that prior training in effective teaching had no significant 
effect on evaluators' ability to identify teacher performance targets 
for growth. Since there was no significant interaction between the 
amount of prior training and the method used, the hypothesis was not 
rejected. 
Hypothesis thirteen was designed to examine the effect of prior in-
depth training in effective teaching on evaluators' abilities to rate 
selected variables of teacher performance methods and strategies. In-
depth training was defined as having 60 hours or more of training. 
Hoi]: There will be no difference between the average 
agreement of the ratings of teacher performance methods and 
strategies when evaluators with less than 60 hours and those 
with 60 or more hours of prior training in effective teaching 
are compared with the expert panel. 
Tables 34 and 35 present the data for this hypothesis. Table 34 
compares, with each other and with the mean rating scores of the panel, 
the evaluators' (who had less than 60 or 60 or more hours of prior 
training in effective teaching) mean ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies. These evaluators used a structured method of 
data-gathering. However, Table 35, which does the same for evaluators 
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TABLE 34. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior training in 
effective teaching on a structured method for gathering 
lesson observation data, comparison to panel and difference 
of means 
STRUCTURED METHOD 
PRIOR TRAINING IN EFFECTIVE TEACHING 
PANEL LESS THAN 60 HRS. 6^ HRS. OR MORE DIFFERENCE 
V A R I A B L E  R A T I N G  X S . D .  t  X S . D .  t  d  t  
Classroom 
management 9 6.61 2.30 -7.77** 6.00 2.26 4.61** 0.61 0.83 
Probing 3 3.82 2.42 2.54* 3.83 1.85 1.56 0.01 -0.02 
Feed-back 4 3.57 1.86 -1.73 3.92 1.73 -0.17 0.35 -0.59 
Student 
Involvement 2 4.29 2.03 8.44** 4.18 1.83 4.57** 0.11 -0.21 
Lesson flow 6 4.86 2.46 -3.47** 4.75 2.34 -1.85 0.11 0.14 
Monitor 
individuals 2 2.89 2.16 3.09** 3.17 1.64 2.46* 0.28 -0.41 
Monitor 
class 4 3.61 2.16 -1.36 3.92 1.62 -0.18 0.31 -0.47 
Objectives 3 4.57 1.99 5.91** 4.83 1.59 3.78** 0.26 -0.43 
Less than 60 hrs. (N=56) 60 hrs. or more (N=12) 
**Reject at .01 level of significance. 
* Reject at .05 level of significance. 
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TABLE 35. Teacher performance ratings: Comparison of prior training in 
effective teaching on an unstructured method for gathering 
lesson observation data, comparison to panel and difference 
of means 
VARIABLE 
UNSTRUCTURED METHOD 
PRIOR TRAINING IN EFFECTIVE TEACHING 
PANEL LESS THAN 60 MRS. 
RATING X S.D. t 
Classroom 
management 9 6.15 2.27 -9.82** 
Probing 3 4.09 2.02 4.13** 
Feedback 4 3.86 1.96 -0.53 
Student 
Involvement 2 4.20 1.93 8.78-' 
Lesson flow 6 4.78 2.25 -4.16*^ 
Monitor 
individuals 3.32 1.96 5.18-' 
Monitor 
class 3.95 2.03 -0.19 
Objectives 3 4.61 2.24 5.53 
Less than 60 hrs. (N=59) 
**Reject at .01 level of significance. 
102 
who used an unstructured method, only compares the group with less than 
60 hours of effective teaching to the panel. Because there was only one 
subject in the category of unstructured method and 60 or more hours of 
prior training, comparison t-tests to the panel or to the group with 
less training were impossible to calculate. Again, condescriptive 
values which furnished the data enabled the researcher to calculate the 
t-test comparisons of the group and the panel. Significant differences 
between the mean of the group and the mean of the panel are indicated by 
asterisks. To reject the hypothesis, the following conditions must have 
been met: 1) among evaluators using a structured method of data-
gathering, significant differences must have existed between the mean 
ratings of evaluators with less prior training and those with more prior 
training in at least five out of the eight variables, and 2) the group 
with more prior training had to have mean ratings which were not 
significantly different from the panel's on more variables than the 
group with less training. Table 34 reveals that no significant 
differences existed between the mean ratings of evaluators with more 
prior training and those with less prior training in effective teaching 
who used a structured method. These evaluators with more training did 
not differ significantly from the expert panel on four of the eight 
variables, while the evaluators with less training did not differ 
significantly on only one of the eight variables. 
Table 35 presents the data for the group who used the unstructured 
method and had less than 60 hours of training. Although one of the 
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rejection conditions for this hypothesis was met, the others were not. 
In addition, an N of one in the category of unstructured method and over 
60 hours of training made the data meaningless, untestable, and, 
therefore, it is not reported. The hypothesis was not rejected. 
The eight cell means and eight ANOVA tables, located in Appendix L, 
analyze the effect of prior training in lesson observation skills on 
evaluators' ability to rate the eight teacher performance methods and 
strategies variables. There is a separate cell means and a separate 
ANOVA table for each of the eight variables. The other eight cell means 
and eight ANOVA tables analyze the effect of prior training in teacher 
effectiveness on evaluators' ability to rate each of the eight teacher 
performance methods and strategies variables. None of the results on 
any of the variables for any of the groups were significant. Also, no 
significant interaction exists between any of the independent variables 
regarding evaluators' ability to rate teacher performance methods and 
strategies. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purposes of the study were 1) to gather information about the 
state of the art of classroom observation data-gathering; 2) to develop 
and analyze a structured data-capturing technique; and 3) to examine the 
effects of prior training in lesson observation skills and of effective 
teaching on evaluators' lesson analysis skills. In this chapter, 
conclusions from the study based on an analysis of the data are 
reported, and recommendations for further research are included. The 
chapter has been organized into two sections: 1) summary and 
conclusions from the data and 2) recommendations for further research. 
Summary and Conclusions from the Data 
A summary of the findings is reported and discussed for the two 
major aspects of the study, the survey and the experiment. Survey data 
were gathered from administrators attending teacher evaluation 
conferences in Iowa in the fall of 1984. Principals and assistant 
principals attending teacher performance evaluation workshops in 
Fairfax, Virginia and Muskegon, Michigan provided the data for the 
comparison of a structured data-capturing technique (SDCT) for classroom 
observation with an unstructured technique (TARM). 
Survey 
The survey, which used the Management Team--Supervisor Survey, was 
conducted in order to examine supervisor perceptions of the purposes of 
teacher evaluation, the types of observation methods used by 
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supervisors, the type of data collected, and supervisors' attitudes 
toward data-gathering. The Iowa administrators reported: 
1. Teacher evaluation has two important functions, that of 
helping teachers to grow and that of insuring competence. 
2. The most important function of teacher evaluation was helping 
teachers to grow, not "insuring competence." 
3. They conducted only one or two formal lesson observations per 
year. 
4. When observing a lesson, most said that they record 
anecdotes. Only a third used checklists or rating scales. 
5. When observing a lesson, they usually recorded information 
relating to specific teaching behaviors, productive teaching 
strategies, specific student behavior, and unproductive 
teaching strategies. Only a third attempted to script-tape 
(record everything they saw or heard during the lesson). 
6. They were most likely to have acquired the observation 
technique they use through inservice training--least likely, 
through graduate classes. 
7. Most had received less than eight hours or less of training 
in lesson observation. Over a third had received over eight 
hours, while only one in thirteen had had no training. 
8. They supervised approximately 22 teachers a year. 
9. They needed to improve their observation data-gathering 
skills. 
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10. Most of them wanted a better way to record classroom 
observation data. 
Discussion 
Iowa administrators obviously recognize the dual purpose of teacher 
evaluation, helping and evaluating teachers, although a majority of 
administrators see the primary objective as helping all teachers to 
grow. Given that most of their time and effort is concerned with 
improving instruction, not terminating staff, this is hardly surprising. 
One is not sure what to make of the administrators nearly exclusive 
use of the anecdotal method of data-gathering, which is a wide lens or 
broad focus approach where the supervisor looks at classroom events and 
records anecdotes. Perhaps they use this method because it requires 
little training and is a logical approach. 
Since the administrators typically supervise approximately 22 
teachers per year, it is not surprising that most conduct only one or 
two formal lesson observations per year. Incidentally, 22 teachers 
exceed the limit, in my judgment, that one supervisor can adequately 
supervise during the course of the year. 
Since most supervisors reported they learned the technique through 
inservice rather than through graduate classes, one might posit that 
many are ill prepared for this task. Their training depends upon the 
inservice sponsored by local superintendents and/or area agencies; and 
since most administrators have received less than eight hours of lesson 
observation training, the need for more training is evident. 
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As the literature suggested, a high percentage of administrators 
felt a need to improve their classroom observation skills (Acheson, 
1982; Hawley, 1982). This need seems to be widespread and common, for 
almost 80 percent wished for a better way to record what they see in the 
classroom--a fact that underscored the need for this study. 
The experiment 
The experiment was designed, first, to compare the effects of a 
structured method (SDCT) to an unstructured data-gathering method (TARM) 
on data-gathering and lesson analysis skills; second, it was designed to 
determine if trainees' abilities and skills in lesson analysis were 
enhanced by prior training in lesson observation skills and/or effective 
teaching. Below are the findings: 
1. No significant difference in data-gathering and lesson 
analysis skills exists between trainees who used the SDCT and 
those who used the TARM. 
2. Prior training in lesson observation skills had no 
significant effect on lesson analysis skills. 
3. Prior training in effective teaching had no significant 
effect on lesson analysis skills. 
Discussion 
Results yielded no significant differences for any of the thirteen 
hypotheses. It was disappointing to learn that, on six of the eight 
variables, the group using the structured method to rate teachers' 
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methods and strategies was significantly different from the expert 
panel's ratings.- Despite- both of the above, the study may have shed 
light on areas of interest to those who train supervisors in lesson 
observation. 
Though not significant, the results showed that evaluators using 
the structured method (SDCT) were able to examine their recorded data 
and make better decisions about important aspects of the lesson than 
evaluators who used the unstructured method. The experimental group was 
also more likely to identify teacher performance strengths (those 
important tasks the teacher did well) as well as targets for growth 
(important areas the teacher needed to improve) than the control group. 
Finally, and most importantly, the results raised some questions about 
training methodology and research in lesson observation which will be 
discussed later in this chapter. 
One hardly knows what to make of the results of the effects of 
prior training. For some variables, under some conditions, prior 
training in lesson observation skills and prior training in effective 
teaching appeared to have a positive effect on evaluators' ability to 
analyze the recorded data and make decisions about the lesson. For 
instance, evaluators with more training in lesson observation who used 
the SDCT were better able to identify teacher performance strengths than 
those with less training. And, in the control group, those with more 
training did better in identifying targets for growth than those with 
less. However, in some instances, prior training appeared to have a 
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negative effect. Those with less training in the control group did a 
better job than those with more training when identifying strengths, 
while those in the experimental group with less training did better than 
those with more training when identifying targets for growth. 
Perhaps the biggest problem in assessing the effects of prior 
training stems from what constitutes prior training. In retrospect, did 
the participants assume that training had to be formal to count? Did 
they count rap sessions with other administrators? Was review of 
procedures by the superintendent considered as training? Did reading a 
book by Madeline Hunter constitute training in effective teaching? 
Indeed, many participants said they couldn't remember how much training 
they'd had; therefore, the number of hours reported may not have 
accurately reflected participants' prior training. Because of these 
unanswered questions, it was difficult to assess the effects of prior 
training on lesson observation skills. 
It takes time and practice to become familiar enough with the 
process and the codes of the SDCT so that they become useful in 
recording lesson observation data. Supervisors need time to use the 
method in the real world and the opportunity to practice the process 
while supervising teachers. This process may take months, time which 
participants did not have. This lack of time and opportunity for 
extensive practice will be addressed in the Recommendations for Further 
Research section. 
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Although the expert panel was asked to identify only two strengths 
and two targets for growth which were considered "correct," there were, 
in reality, at least three strengths and three or four targets that 
could have legitimately been identified. Thus, most participants 
received lower scores than they would have had there been a wider range 
of "correct" areas to identify. Therefore, it was difficult to make 
comparisons between each group's ability to analyze lesson data in order 
to identify strengths and targets for growth--a most important skill for 
supervisors. 
The rating of the eight variables of teacher performance methods 
and strategies was important since these variables reflected key 
teaching behaviors. It seemed logical to develop a ten-point scale to 
give some variance to the rating scores. This approach seemed sensible, 
yet, upon reflection and because of some comments by the trainers, I 
believe that there may have been some ambiguity as to what specific 
teaching behaviors or strategies these terms represented. These 
questions, for instance, arose from workshop participants and trainers: 
did "classroom management" refer to "student behavior," or "organization 
of teaching materials," or both? When adequate criteria, definitions, 
or descriptions are not provided for the variables, a scale, be it five 
or ten-point, may still not be valid since the raters may not have had a 
clear picture of what they were supposed to rate. 
Ill 
Recommendation for Further Research 
Besides the need for further research, there is also a need to 
further develop some of the training activities for those considering a 
similar research project. Therefore, I suggest implementing some of the 
following ideas: 
1. Workshop participants needed more time to practice the 
structured method of data-gathering. A research design that 
would combine training with several weeks of practice in 
actual classrooms before gathering the study data might yield 
different results. Such a design would permit a pretest 
using an equivalent video taped lesson so that change scores 
could be considered. 
2. Because real classroom observation situations differ from 
laboratory situations, it might be prudent to compare what 
supervisors do in classroom situations rather than what they 
do in laboratory situations. 
3. Since one of the really important skills in lesson 
observation is identifying teacher performance strengths and 
targets for growth for.use as specific feedback to the 
teacher, this aspect needs attention in a subsequent study. 
The expert panel might identify one or two more strengths and 
targets than the number requested from trainees. The panel 
should also assign point values indicating the relative 
importance of each strength and target. Because one of the 
main objectives of training is to get observers to write 
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concrete evidence which supports a particular strength or 
target, the examiners must stress that the trainees need to 
furnish such evidence. This point apparently was not 
stressed enough somewhere in this study because many 
participants did not include such evidence, even though they 
were requested to do so. The panel should also furnish, as a 
criterion, supporting evidence for each identified strength 
and target. 
Although, because people tend to scribble, it is difficult 
and time-consuming to analyze participants' written data, 
this recorded information should be examined, and a content 
analysis should be performed. The results would give 
trainers feedback about trainees' written content and data-
gathering problems so that the trainers could, next time, be 
more effective. Such results could be a research project in 
themselves. 
A more precise way to determine prior training needs to be 
developed. I suggest supplying explicit definitions or 
descriptions of what constitutes prior training. 
Rather than examine the amount of prior training in effective 
teaching, it might be more helpful to examine the 
understanding of effective teaching. This could be 
accomplished by assessing the amount of knowledge in this 
area. 
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Because there may have been some question regarding the 
criteria for the eight variables of teacher performance 
methods and strategies, time and effort should be focused on 
developing a rating, scale with clearly stated criteria. A 
graphic response mode with brief descriptions of teacher 
behavior variables listed along a continuum may be one good 
rating scale, for raters would have more precise criteria and 
standards on which to base their decisions. Somewhat of a 
dilemma occurs, however, because, first, even a graphic 
response mode limits the variation and thus limits 
discrimination, and second, because the response modes are 
difficult to develop across all the criteria for all grade 
levels. 
The effect of gender on lesson observation skills might be 
investigated since trainers informally monitored partici­
pants' responses to the test instruments and believed that 
females were getting more "correct" answers. 
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Please complete the following statements by circling the number(s) of the 
choice(s) that most closely reflects your school or situation. 
1. The purpose(s) of teacher 
evaluation is/are for: 
2. The primary objective of 
teacher evaluation Is: 
1 2 3 
insuring competence helping all teachers to grow both 
1 
Insuring competence helping all teachers to grow 
If classroom observation is a part of your evaluation process, please complete 
the rest of the form, if not, you need not complete the remaining items. 
Please feel free to circle more than one response, if applicable. 
3. Number of formal classroom 
observations per teacher 
typically made in I year 
I 
one 
2 
two three -five more than five 
( if so how many?), 
4. Type(s) of classroom 1 2 
observation technique(s) anecdotal records rating 
typically used in evaluation (writing on a pad) sheet 
3 4 5 
check time- other 
list on-task (please describe on back) 
5. If you use the blank 
pad, what do you 
writedown? 
everything 
you see or 
hear 
2 
specific 
teacher 
behaviors 
3 4 
specific productive 
student teaching 
behaviors strategies 
5 5 
unproductive other 
teaching (please explain 
strategies on back) 
6. How did you acquire the I 
the observation technique inservice 
you use? workshop 
2 3 4 5 
graduate read about on my other 
class it own (please explain on back 
7. Estimated number of hours of I 
training in past 5 years related 0 hrs. 
to observation data gathering 
8.1 feel that I  need to improve 1 
my observation data strongly 
gathering skills agree 
9.1 feel that I  need to improve 1 
my ability to use data strongly 
to help teachers improve agree 
instruction 
10.1 wish there was a better 1 
way to record what I see strongly 
in the classroom agree 
-3 hrs. 
3 
3-5 hrs. 
4 
5-8 hrs above 8 hrs. 
2 
agree 
2 
agree 
2 
agree 
3 4 5 
undecided disagree strongly 
disagree 
3 4 5 
undecided disagree strongly 
disagree 
3 
undecided 
4 
disagree 
5 
strongly 
disagree 
District 
Number of teachers supervised. 
Grades Supervised. 
(Example: K-5, 7-9, 10-12 etc.) 
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APPENDIX B: STATEMENT READ TO WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
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The activities in this workshop are designed to help you improve your 
teacher evaluation skills. In order that we might improve our methods of 
training, some of these activities will be used for research purposes. At 
the conclusion of the training, we will provide you with an expert panel's 
judgments of the video taped teaching lesson and their suggestions for 
improvement for the teacher. If you choose not to be a part of the 
research, you may at any time elect not to hand in any of the materials. 
Please remember, your identity will remain anonymous. 
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REGISTRATION CARD 
I .D. ^ DATE 
CITY & STATE 
PLEASE SUPPLY THE NEEDED INFORMATION. ALL ANSWERS WILL BE IN 
HOURS. 
PRIOR TRAINING IN CLASSROOM OBSERVATION TECHNIQUES 
hour(s) 
TYPE(S) OF PRIOR TRAINING IN CLASSROOM OBSERVATION TECHNIQUES 
(IN HOURS) 
Work3hop(s) 
with video taped lessons used for training 
without use of video tapes 
District Inservice 
Coursework 
Previous Administrator 
Other 
PREVIOUS TRAINING ON EFFECTIVE TEACHING: 
hour(s) 
TYPE(S) OF PREVIOUS TRAINING ON EFFECTIVE TEACHING; (IN HOURS) 
Workshop(s) 
District Inservice 
Coursework 
The above identification number is assigned to you and you only. Record 
this number and use it on all forms used in this workshop. Information on 
this card shall be used for research only. Your identity will remain 
anonymous and the information you supply will be considered confidential. 
Thank you. 
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DATA-
Code 
M Method 
OBJ OBJective/Focus 
CL Clarity 
CM Classroom Management 
SC Structuring Comments 
Q Questioning 
P Probing 
F F eedback 
SI Student Involvement 
Mon Monitoring 
Participant Code 
T T eacher 
S Student 
G CODE SHEET 
Particular Areas for 
Discussion (PAD) 
Y = Need more information 
or explanation 
! = Seemed like a real 
winner 
? = Did not appear 
to work well 
Method Code 
L Lecture 
Q Questioning 
Ds Discussion 
Act Activity 
Dr Drill 
I Integrated 
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APPENDIX E: EXPLANATION OF DATA-GATHERING CODE SHEET 
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EXPLANATION OF DATA-GATHERING CODE SHEET 
M Metliod Method the teacher is using; lecture, discussion, demonstration, questioning, etc. 
C/F Cantant/Focus The essence of the lesson and the manner in which the teacher zeros in on this 
essence to accomplish the objective. 
CL Clarity The quality or condition of being clear when providing instruction. Remember to check 
on such things as; 
( 1 ) vocabulary (4) eye contact 
(2) voice inflection (5) gestures 
(3) speech rate (5) movement 
CM Classroom Hanaaemant Includes; 
( I ) management of student behavior. 
(2) organization of classroom. 
(3) organization of instruction, and 
(4) organization of materials. 
SC Structuring Comments Advanced organizers or cues. 
Q Quastioninq Teacher or student initiated statements designed to elicita response. 
P Probing Follow-up teacher questions and/or statements designed to improve and/or expand on 
a student's response for the purpose of developing higher level thinking skills. 
F Feedback Teacher statement or behavior which is said or done to shape student behavior or lo 
indicate a correct or incorrect student response. 
SI Studant Involvement Observable student behaviors which indicate that they are either 
"withit" or not "withit". 
Mon Monitoring Teacher behavior or activity which is designed to check student progress. 
T Teacher Use when teacher is speaking, questioning, or demonstrating etc. 
S Student Use when student(s) speak or are engaged in an activity. 
Y Use when you feel you need more information or an explanation of what you observed. 
I Use when you observe something really outstanding. 
? Use when you observe an example of poor teaching or when there is an absence of something tnat 
should be in the lesson. 
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5DCT Guide 
General Purpose 
The Structured Data Capturing Technique (SDCT) Guide is designed to help 
you record data pertaining to teacher and student behaviors and activities in 
the lesson. It will enable you to be abFe to identify teacher strengths and 
areas for growth and give teachers specific feedback about their teaching. 
The Data-Gathering Code Sheet is to be used in conjunction with your yellow 
pad. The purpose of the Code Sheet is to remind the observer of important 
aspects of the lesson to look for and write down. Simple letter codes are 
used to enable the observer to use a kind of shorthand when capturing data. 
You should divide your yellow pad into three columns, one for noting time, 
one for describing teacher and student behaviors and/or activities, and one 
for noting particular areas for discussion. The following is provided to 
assist you in using the Code Sheet and your yellow pad. 
Time Column Guidelines 
This section is designed to help you decide when to record a specific 
time in the time column. Below are some guidelines. 
1. Write down the time at the beginning of the lesson. 
2. Write down the time each time the teacher changes content or 
method. 
3. Write down the time anytime you have reason to think it is 
significant. For example: 
A. when a student does something noteworthy, for instance, iether 
on-task or off task behavior etc.; 
B. when a teacher behavior or strategy is noteworthy; 
C. when you want to keep track of the length of an activity or 
behavior. 
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Activity Column Guidelines 
This section is designed to help you decide what types of classroom 
activities should be recorded and how the Code Sheet should be used in 
gathering the data. 
1. Only record classroom events that are important to the design of 
the lesson as well as important teacher strategies and 
teacher/learner behaviors. The matter of importance is 
somewhat situational depending on the lesson, methodology, and 
students. Below are some guidelines. 
It is important to capture the flow of the lesson. This 
includes; 
1) introduction, 
2) communication of objective(s) to students, 
3) modeling, 
4) method, 
5) checking for understanding, 
6) opportunities for practice, and 
7) summarizing and transitions. 
2. Record examples of specific teaching behaviors or strategies 
which can be used to provide feedback to the teacher in post 
observation conferences. The examples should include: 
A. Strengths which can be used as building blocks. 
Example; If a teacher does considerable questioning and uses 
excellent questions which were crucial to the ?)rrnrnnlish-
ment of the lesson objective and which significantly enhanced 
student involvement and learning, you should record some of 
these questions to give as feedback. 
B. Areas for growth (do not have to be weaknesses). 
Example; If a teacher uses many questions or frequently 
probes but does neither extremely well, you should record 
some of these questions to give as feedback. 
137 
3. Use the codes as a type of shorthand. Suggestions for using the codes 
are provided below. 
A. Typically, recorded segments should begin with one of the letter 
, codes. 
B. If it is important to designate whether the teacher or a student 
is speaking in teacher/student interactions, begin your 
recording with a T or an S followed by a brief description or 
verbatim script of what was said or done. 
Particular Areas for Discussion (PAD) Column Guidelines 
PAD is designed to help you highlight specific aspects of the lesson 
which you want to be sure to use in giving feedback to the teacher. 
1. When you feel you need more information or an explanation of what you 
observed in order to make some decisions about timing, flow, and teacher 
behaviors or strategies, place a why (Y) in the PAD column after the 
activity. Example: when the teacher covers something very quickly and 
you don't know whether or not it was covered in detail in a previous 
lesson, record the occurence in the Activity column and put a Y in the 
PAD column after the activity. You may also want to use the Y to remind 
you to ask about; 
A. a particular child, 
B. a prior or future activity, 
C. why a particular method was used, or why certain events 
occured, 
D. the timing or length of an activity, and/or 
E. other areas (to be expanded on in the workshop). 
2. Put an exclamation mark (!) in the PAD column after the activity when 
you see something you want to be sure to reinforce in the conference. 
3. Put a question mark (?) In the PAD column following the activity when 
what was observed was not effective and you want to discuss it. 
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ID* 
OBSERVATION SUMMARY QUIZ OF LESSON TAPE 
Directions: Please circle the number of the answer which you feel best 
answers the question or provide information where needed. Please be 
advised that some questions are followed-up by a question which asks 
you to provide more information. This is not to imply that these questions 
must be answered in the affirmative. We are merely attempting to get 
more information after you have made your decision. You should use the 
written data you gathered while observing the video tape of Mrs. Haas. 
First Segment 
1. What did Mrs. Haas do or say to begin the lesson? 
2. How well did she set the stage for learning? 
1. Quite well. 
2. O.K. 
3. Poorly. 
3. Was the objective of the lesson communicated to the students? 
1. Yes. 
2. No. 
4. If your answer to number three was yes, what did she say? 
5. Did Mrs. Haas provide opportunity for group practice? 
1. Yes. 
2. No. 
5. If you answered yes to number five, state the specific method or 
activity which was used to provide opportunity for practice. 
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Second Segment 
1. Summarize what Mrs. Haas did or said to set the stage for this segment 
of the lesson? 
2. How well did she set the stage for learning in this segment? 
1. Quite well. 
2. O.K. 
3. Poorly. 
3. During this segment, Mrs. Haas used visual means to assist the students 
in learning the concepts regarding hyphens. How did she do this and what 
word(s) did she use as an example? 
4. To whom did Mrs. Haas direct her questions? 
1. Specific students by name. 
2. The class in general. 
3. Those students with hands raised. 
5. How many times did Mrs. Haas have to attend to student discipline 
problems? 
1. None. 
2. Once. 
3. Twice. 
4. Three times. 
5. More than three times. 
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Third Segment 
1. The primary teaching activity in this segment of the tape was correcting 
a previous written assignment. How did Mrs. Haas carry out this activity? 
1. Class disscussion. 
2. Group questioning with choral response 
3. Asking specific students to give answers 
2. Did you observe evidence of Mrs. Haas checking on student learning? 
1. Yes. 
2. No. 
3. If you answered yes to question two, state what she did or said to check on 
student learning. 
4. Did Mrs. Haas use any follow-up questions or statements to improve and/or 
expand on student responses? 
1. Yes. 
2. No. 
5. If you answered yes to number four, please give one example of a follow-up 
question or statement used by the teacher. 
Fourth Segment 
1. In this segment did Mrs. Haas, at any time, demonstrate a sense of humor? 
1. Yes. 
2. No. 
2. If you answered yes to question one, when did she demonstrate a sense of 
humor? 
1. When she was quieting the children. 
2. When she was explaining the difference between a noun and a verb 
regarding the use of hyphens. 
3. When she was looking for the worksheets. 
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Fifth Segment 
1. What did Mrs. Haas do or say to set the stage for the segment of the 
lesson about apostrophes? 
2. How well did she set the stage for learning in this segment? 
1. Quite well. 
2. O.K. 
3. Poorly. 
3. Was the objective for this segment of the lesson clearly communicated 
to the students? 
. I. Yes. 
2. No. 
4. If you answered yes to question three, what did she say? 
5. To whom did Mrs. Haas direct the majority of her questions? 
1. The class in general. 
2. Specific students by name. 
6. Generally, what type of feedback or response was used by Mrs. Haas? 
1. Positive general (using words such as: good, right, O.K. etc.). 
2. Positive specific (using words such as good, right, 0,K, etc. 
followed by specific word(s) which indicate the student's 
behavior was correct. 
3. Repeating the student's answer. 
4. No reinforcement. 
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Sixth Segment 
1. How frequently were follow-up questions or statements used by Mrs. Haas 
to improve and/or expand on a student's response? 
1. Many. 
2. A few. 
3. Never. 
2. If you circled 1 or 2 above, please give one example of a follow-up 
question or statement used by the teacher. 
3. While Mrs. Haas was teaching this lesson, how frequently did she monitor 
or check on student understanding? 
1. Many times. 
2. A few times. 
3. Never. 
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ID* • Form *5 
IDENTIFICATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE STRENGTHS 
AND TARGETS FOR GROWTH 
STRENGTHS 
Directions: Please list one or two areas of strength to be communicated 
to the teacher during the post observation conference. If you list two 
strengths please rank them in order of importance to good teaching, 
with the most important ranked as number one. Along with each 
strength please cite one or more specific example(s), using what you 
observed in the lesson, which led you to label the area(s) (as) a 
strength(s). 
1: Area of strength: 
Rank 
Specific observed example(s): 
2. Area of strength: 
Rank. 
Specific observed example(s): 
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Forrn^ô 
TARGFTS FOR GROWTH 
Directions: Please list one or two areas that you think should be targets 
for growth which could be communicated to the teacher during the 
post observation conference. If you list two targets please rank them 
in order of importance to good teaching, with the most important 
ranked as number one. Along with each target for growth, cite one or 
more specific example(s), from what you observed in the lesson, which 
led you to label the area(s) (as) a target(s) for growth. 
1. Target for Growth; 
Rank 
Specific example(s): 
2. Target for Growth: 
Rank. 
Specific example(s) 
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PERFORMANCE-STRENGTHS AND TARGETS FOR GROWTH 
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Weighted Scoring Key For Identification 
of 
Teacher Performance Strengths 
Rank Strengths Points Assigned 
1 
2 
Classroom management or structure 
Clear directions 
7 
1 
2 
Clear directions 
Classroom management or structure 
5 
i Classroom management or structure (only) 5 
1 
2 
Classroom management or structure 
Anything else 
5 
1 Clear directions (only) 4 
1 Clear directions 
A 
2 Anything else 
1 
2 
Anything else 
Classroom management or structure 
3 
1 Anything else 
2 
2 Clear directions 
I Anything else (only) 1 
1 Anything else 
] 
2 Anything else 
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Weighted Scoring Key For Identification 
of Teacher Performance 
Targets for Growth 
Rank Targets for Growth Points Assigned 
1 
2 
Student involvement ' 
Monitoring 
7 
1 
2 
Monitoring 
Student Involvement 
5 
1 Student involvement (only)- 5 
1 
2 
Student involvement 
Anything else 
5 
1 Monitoring (only) 4 
1 
2 
Monitoring 
Anything else 
4 
1 
2 
Anything else 
Student involvement 
3 
1 
2 
Anything else 
Monitoring 
2 
1 Anything else (only) 
2 
Anything else 
Anything else 
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ID-* Form 
TEACHER PERFORMANCE RATINGS 
Directions; Please rate how the teacher's performance in the areas below. 
Use a 1-10 rating scale with 1 representing very low or very poor 
performance and 10, very high or very good performance. Circle the number 
which reflects your rating of the teacher's performance in each area. 
very very 
poor good 
1. Management of classroom 12345578910 
(management of student behavior, and 
organization of classroom, instruction, 
and materials) 
2. Use of follow-up questions or probes 1 2345573910 
3. Use of reinforcers or feedback 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10 
(teacher statements or behavior used to 
strengthen a student behavior) 
4. Involvement of students in the learning 123 45573910 
task; (the extent to which she was able 
to truly involve the students in learning 
5. Presentation of a smoothly flowing lesson 1 234567391G 
6. Monitor learning of individual students I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i O  
during the lesson 
7. Monitor learning of the class as a whole 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10 
during the lesson 
a. Accomplishment of objectives I 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 1/ 
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I.D.* Form -3 
SUGGESTIONS FOR MODIFICATION OF 
THE STRUCTURED DATA-GATHERiNG GUIDE 
Your feedback and suggestions for improvement of the Structured Data-
Gathering Guide is of primary importance to the development ana refinement of 
this technique. Please fill out this form and state any criticisms and 
suggestions you may have. 
PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE STATEMENTS 
I. The directions for use of the SDCT were 
clear. 
unclear. 
O.K. 
How should these directions be improved? 
2. The number of coded items used on the Data-Gathering Code Sheet is 
too many, 
too few. 
about right. 
If you checked too many, please list the Item(s) you would leave ou". 
Is/are there any additional item(s) would you inc'ijae'" 
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3. The Particular Areas for Discussion (PAD) codes were 
helpful. 
not helpful. 
What should be done to make them more helpful? 
4 I found the Data-Gathering Code Sheet 
helpful 
not helpful 
in reminding me of what to look for in classroom observations and 
helpful 
not helpful 
in writing during the lesson. 
if you checked not helpful in either or both of the above, what should be 
done to make it more helpful? 
5. Please give specific and/or general comments and suagestions pe'-tsini'-'C 
to the use of the 5DCT for the purpose of classroom observation 
data-gathering. 
"^hsnk you for your comments and suacestions 
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TABLE 36. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(classroom management) by group (structured, unstructured) 
and prior training in lesson observation skills (N=128) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
6.50 (N=68) 6.17 (N=60) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. , or more 
training 6.44 (N=85) 6.16 (N=43) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
Structured 6.88 (N=32) 6.17 (N=36) 
Unstructured 6.17 (N=53) 6.14 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 9 
TABLE 37. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (classroom management) by group 
(structured, unstructured) prior training in lesson 
observation skills (N=128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 7.82 1.54 
Hours of prior training 1 6.40 1.26 
Group by hours 1 2.10 0.41 
Residual 124 5.09 
157 
TABLE 38. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(classroom management) by group (structured, unstructured) 
and prior training in effective teaching (N=128) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
6.50 (N*=68) 6.17 (N=6Q) 
Hours of prior Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
training 6.37 (N=115) 6.08 (N=13) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
Structured 6 . 6 1  (N=56) 6.00 (N=12) • 
Panel rating = 9 
TABLE 39. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (classroom management) by group 
(structured. unstructured) prior training in effective 
teaching 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 4.97 0.97 
Hours of prior training I 2 . 4 6  0.48 
Group by hours 1 1.89 0.37 
Residual 124 5.12 
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TABLE 40. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(probing) rating by group (structured, unstructured) and 
prior training in lesson observation skills (N=128) 
Group Structured 
3.82 (N=68) 
Unstructured 
4.10 (N=60) 
Hours of prior 
training 
Less than 30 hrs. 
4.04 (N=85) 
30 hrs. or more 
3.79 (N=43) 
GROUP 
Structured 
Unstructured 
HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 
3.97 (N=32) 
4.08 (N=53) 
30 hrs. or more 
3.69 (N=36) 
4.29 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 3 
TABLE 41. Analysis of variance of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (probing) rating by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation skills 
(N=128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 1.21 0.25 
Hours of prior training 1 0.48 0.10 
Group by hours 1 1.06 0.22 
Residual 124 4.80 
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TABLE 42. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(probing) rating by group (structured) and prior training in 
effective teaching (N=128) 
Group Structured 
3.82 (N=68) 
Unstructured 
4.10 (N=60) 
Hours of prior Less than 60 hrs. 
training 3.96 (N=115) 
60 hrs. or more 
3.92 (N=13) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
Structured 3.82 (N=56) 3.83 (N=12) 
Panel rating = 3 
TABLE 43. Analysis of variance of teacher performance methods and 
strategies (probing) rating by group (structured, 
unstructured) and hours of prior training in effective 
teaching (N=128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 2.52 0.52 
Hours of prior training 1 0.10 0.52 
Group by hours 1 0.73 0.15 
Residual 124 4.81 
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TABLE 44. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(feedback) by group (structured, unstructured) and prior 
training in lesson observation skills (N=128) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
3.63 (N=68) 3.87 (N=60) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
training 3. 78 (N=85) 3.67 (N=43) 
GROUP 
Structured 
Unstructured 
HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 
3.50 (N=32) 
3.94 (N=53) 
30 hrs. or more 
3.75 (N=36) 
3.29 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 4 
TABLE 45. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (feedback) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation skills 
(N=128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 1.45 0.41 
Hours of prior training 1 0.00 0.00 
Group by hours 1 3.73 1.05 
Residual 124 3.57 
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TABLE 46. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(feedback) by group (structured) and prior training in 
effective teaching (N=128) 
Group Structured 
3.63 (N=68) 
Unstructured 
3.87 (N=60) 
Hours of prior 
training 
Less than 60 hrs. 
3.72 (N=115) 
60 hrs. or more 
3.92 (N=13) 
GROUP 
Structured 
HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 
3.57 (N=56) 
60 hrs. or more 
3.92 (N=12) 
Panel rating = 4 
TABLE 47. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (feedback) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and hours of prior training in effective 
teaching (N=128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 2.43 0.68 
Hours of prior training 1 1.16 0.32 
Group by hours 1 0.04 ' 0.01 
Residual 124 3.59 
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TABLE 48. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(student involvement) by group (structured, unstructured) and 
prior training in lesson observation skills (N=128) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
4.31 (N=68) 4.18 (N=6Q) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs, , or more 
training 4.34 (N=85) 4.07 (N=43) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
Structured 4.47 (N=32) 4.17 (N=35) 
Unstructured 4.26 (N=53) 3.57 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 2 
TABLE 49. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (student involvement) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in lesson 
observation skills (N=128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 2.22 0.58 
Hours of prior training 1 3.82 1.00 
Group by hours 1 0.69 0.18 
Residual 124 3.83 
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TABLE 50. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(student involvement) by group (structured, unstructured) and 
prior training in effective teaching (N=128) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
4.31 (N=68) 4.18 (N=60) 
Hours of prior Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
training 4.24 (N=115) 4.31 (N=13) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
Structured 4.29 (N=56) 4.42 (N=12) 
Panel rating = 2 
TABLE 51. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (student involvement) by group 
(structured. unstructured) and prior training in effective 
teaching (N= 128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 0.46 0.12 
Hours of prior training 1 0.001 0.00 
Group by hours 1 1.59 0.41 
Residual 124 3.85 
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TABLE 52. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(lesson flow) by group (structured, unstructured) and prior 
training in lesson observation skills (N=128) 
Group Structured 
4.84 (N=68) 
Unstructured 
4.77 (N=60) 
Hours of prior 
training 
Less than 30 hrs. 
5.00 (N=85) 
30 hrs. or more 
4.42 (N=43) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR 
Less than 30 hrs. 
TRAINING 
30 hrs. or more 
Structured 5.13 (N=32) 4.58 (N=36) 
Unstructured 4.92 (N=53) 3.57 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 6 
TABLE 53. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (lesson flow) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in observation skills 
(N=128) 
SOURCES OF VARIATION 
MEAN 
df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 3.82 0.71 
Hours of prior training 1 13.31 2.46 
Group by hours 1 2.98 0.55 
Residual 124 5.42 
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TABLE 54. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(lesson flow) by group (structured, unstructured) and prior 
training in effective teaching (N=128) 
Group Structured 
4.84 (N=68) 
Unstructured 
4.77 (N=60) 
Hours of prior 
training 
Less than 60 hrs. 
4.82 (N=115) 
60 hrs. or more 
4.69 (N=13) 
GROUP 
Structured 
HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 
4.86 (N=56) 
60 hrs. or more 
4.75 (N=12) 
Panel rating = 6 
TABLE 55. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods (lesson flow) and strategies by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in effective teaching 
(N=128) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 0.29 0.05 
Hours of prior training 1 0.31 0.06 
Group by hours 1 0.40 0.07 
Residual 124 5.54 
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TABLE 56. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(monitoring individuals) by group (structured, unstructured) 
and prior training in observation skills (N=121) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
2.95 (N=62) 3.34 (N=59) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
training 3. 24 (N=82) 2.92 (N=39) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
Structured 3.13 (N=30) 2.78 (N=32) 
Unstructured 3.31 (N=52) 3.57 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 2 
TABLE 57. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
metyhods and strategies (monitoring individuals) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in observation 
skills (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 2.49 0.62 
Hours of prior training 1 0.68 0.17 
Group by hours 1 1.67 0.41 
Residual 124 4.05 
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TABLE 58. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(monitoring individuals) by group (structured, unstructured) 
and prior training in effective teaching (N=121) 
Group Structured 
2.95 (N=62) 
Unstructured 
3.34 (N=59) 
Hours of prior 
training 
Less than 60 hrs. 
3.14 (N=108) 
60 hrs. or more 
3.15 (N=13) 
GROUP 
Structured 
HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 
2.90 (N=50) 
60 hrs. or more 
3.17 (N=12) 
Panel rating = 2 
TABLE 59. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (monitoring individuals) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in effective 
teaching (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 5.01 1.23 
Hours of prior training 1 0.47 0.12 
Group by hours 1 0.33 0.08 
Residual 117 4.06 
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TABLE 60. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(monitoring class) by group (structured, unstructured) and 
prior training in lesson observation skills (N=121) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
3.55 (N=62) 3.95 (N=59) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
training 3.95 (N=82) 3.31 (N=39) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
Structured 3.93 (N=30) 3.19 (N=32) 
Unstructured 3.96 (N=52) 3.86 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 4 
TABLE 61. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (monitoring class) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in lesson 
observation skills (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 0.78 0.19 
Hours of prior training 1 6.87 1.72 
Group by hours 1 1.82 0.45 
Residual 117 4.00 
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TABLE 62. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(monitoring class) by group (structured, unstructured) and 
prior training in effective teaching N=121) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
3.55 (N=62) 3.95 (N=59) 
Hours of prior Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
training 3.73 (N=108) 3.85 (N=13) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs. 60 hrs. or more 
Structured 3.46 (N=50) 3.92 (N=12) 
Panel rating = 4 
TABLE 63. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (monitoring class) by group 
(structured, unstructured) and prior training in effective 
teaching (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 5.83 1.44 
Hours of prior training 1 1.13 0.28 
Group by hours 1 1.81 0.45 
Residual 117 4.05 
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TABLE 64. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(accomplishment of objectives) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in lesson observation skills 
(N=121) 
Group Structured Unstructured 
4.63 (N=62) 4.58 (N=59) 
Hours of prior Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
training 4. 67 (N=82) 4.46 (N=39) 
GROUP HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 30 hrs. 30 hrs. or more 
Structured 4.83 (N=30) 4.44 (N=32) 
Unstructured 4.58 (N=52) 4.57 (N=7) 
Panel rating = 3 
TABLE 65. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (accomplishment of objectives) by 
group (structured, unstructured and prior training in lesson 
observation skills (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 0.68 0.16 
Hours of prior training 1 1.75 0.41 
Group by hours 1 0.67 0.16 
Residual 117 4.24 
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TABLE ô6. Mean ratings of teacher performance methods and strategies 
(accomplishment of objectives) by group (structured, 
unstructured) and prior training in effective teaching 
(N=121) 
Group Structured 
4.63 (N=62) 
Unstructured 
4.58 (N=59) 
Hours of prior 
training 
GROUP 
Structured 
Less than 60 hrs. 
4.58 (N=108) 
60 hrs. or more 
4.77 (N=13) 
HOURS OF PRIOR TRAINING 
Less than 60 hrs, 
4.58 (N=50) 
60 hrs. or more 
4.83 (N=12) 
Panel rating = 3 
TABLE 67. Analysis of variance of ratings of teacher performance 
methods and strategies (accomplishment of objectives) by 
group (structured, unstructured) and hours of prior training 
in effective teaching (N=121) 
MEAN 
SOURCES OF VARIATION df SQUARES F-VALUE 
Group 1 0.01 0.00 
Hours of prior training 1 0.33 0.08 
Group by hours 1 0.63 0.15 
Residual 117 4.26 
